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The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Breathe upon us, O God, the breath of
life, speak to us in the depths of our
hearts, look upon us with favor, hold us
in Your strong arm and at the end of
time, grant us Your peace that passes
all human understanding. We place
these petitions before You, gracious
God, for You have been our help in ages
past and You are our hope for years to
come. As You have given us our very
lives, so You give us the blessings that
make each day possible and make each
opportunity an occasion for serving
others in their need. In Your name, we
pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. SEASTRAND led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the United States Court of Federal Claims

with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3060. An act to implement the Proto-
col on Environmental Protection to the Ant-
arctic Treaty.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain ten 1-minutes on each side.

f

TROUBLE IN IRAQ

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, the trouble
in Iraq was in the north, so we shot
missiles in the south, 27 the first day,
17 the next day, then 1. A missile a day
is not going to keep Saddam away. We
know that we must and we do support
the President’s military action. He is
the Commander in Chief and in times
of this type of international crisis, we
must remain united as a people and as
a Congress, reflecting the wishes of our
people.

But, Mr. Speaker, we also need to
have the White House explain fully the
long range goals and targets of this
military action so that the American
people will know that they do not have
to face the prospect of another missile
attack or another reaction by Saddam
or a reaction to that action by our
Armed Forces. What is the overall final
policy envisioned by the White House?
We need to know that so that we can
support it as Congress should, and so
that the American people will know
what to support.

THE DOLE-GINGRICH TAX PLAN

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the folks who brought us the Govern-
ment shutdown are back at it. Cut
taxes on the rich, they say, and cut
Medicare and student loans to pay for
it. The Dole-Gingrich tax plan, some
$600 billion in tax breaks mostly for
the rich, will mean ever bigger cuts in
Medicare, ever bigger cuts in student
loans, ever bigger cuts in environ-
mental protection than the original
Gingrich plan.

The Gingrich-Dole plan will mean
fewer Medicare services and fewer stu-
dent loans. The Gingrich-Dole plan will
mean higher Medicare premiums, high-
er Medicare copayments, higher Medi-
care deductibles, and higher costs for
middle-class students getting student
loans.

The Dole-Gingrich plan will mean
Medicare beneficiaries who are now
paying about $46 a month in premiums
will see their premiums approaching
$100 a month.

Mr. Speaker, not cuts in Medicare
and student loans to pay for tax breaks
for the wealthy. It simply does not
make sense.
f

DEMOCRATS HOOKED ON
SPENDING

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
liberal Democrat leadership will be
holding mock hearings today for the
sole purpose of criticizing the Repub-
lican plan to cut taxes by 15 percent.

Liberal Democrats just can’t stand
the idea of Americans keeping what
they earn. For some reason, they love
big government; they love spending bil-
lions and trillions of hard-earned tax
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dollars on Washington-based bureauc-
racy.

Today at their hearing, liberal Demo-
crats will bring the old arguments that
Republicans want to slash programs to
the elderly to pay for tax breaks for
the rich. But these arguments have
been thoroughly rejected by the Amer-
ican people. Congress has proven that
we can have substantial tax relief
while saving sensitive programs, like
Medicare, from bankruptcy.

The difference here is that Repub-
licans trust the American people. Fam-
ilies should have the freedom to do
what they want with their own money.
Liberal Democrats love big govern-
ment and they love the big taxes need-
ed to run it.
f

BOB DOLE’S ECONOMIC PLAN
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Bob
Dole’s economic plan does spell disas-
ter for the millions of Americans who
depend on Medicare. His proposal for a
close to $600 billion tax cut could result
in $300 billion in Medicare cuts. That is
not my number, that is the Congres-
sional Budget Office which is con-
trolled by the Republicans. It calls the
cuts draconian. They say that Medi-
care beneficiaries would probably find
their own costs rising substantially,
that is a direct quote, if $300 billion in
Medicare cuts were required. Mr. Dole
says he plans to pay for this tax cut by
closing corporate loopholes.

Get a hold of the New York Times
this morning where this is the follow-
ing quote from the New York Times:

During Mr. Dole’s 27 years in the Senate,
he has proved himself to be a master at engi-
neering the very sorts of special tax breaks
for constituents and corporations that he
now decries. And recipients of those breaks
in turn have been among Mr. Dole’s most
generous contributors.

Let me say this to you, that he was
also very proud that he voted against
Medicare, 1 of 12 to do that. Who do
you trust to deal with the Medicare
system, Mr. Dole or the Democrats who
have stood here to defend Medicare
every single day for the last 20 months
against the Republican onslaught?
f

TEENAGE DRUG USE
(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, here
is a headline from the Greenville News
out of South Carolina, 2 weeks ago:
‘‘Twice as Many Teens Using Drugs as
in 1992.’’

Mr. Speaker, why do we have this
headline? Why is it teen drug use has
exploded? There are probably many
plausible theories, but I think the most
important is the attitudes of those in
positions of authority. In the 1980’s, the
Reagan administration told young peo-
ple to just say no.

But in 1993, when Bill Clinton first
took over as President, he slashed the
budget of the Office of National Drug
Policy. Then, his administration hired
about 40 staffers who had to be placed
in a special drug program because they
admitted to using hard drugs such as
crack cocaine only a few months before
going to the White House.

Mr. Speaker, when we have an ad-
ministration that takes a casual view
of adult drug use, its no wonder we
have headlines like this.

f

IRS AUDIT OF COLLEGE COURSE

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it is time for Members of this
House to stand up to intimidation. A
letter has been sent from the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
Mr. ARCHER, to the Commissioner of
the Internal Revenue Service, Ms.
Richardson, intimating that she should
not continue with the audit of the two
courses that were given in Georgia on
which the Speaker was a party. They
were at the Reinhardt College and the
Keenesaw State University.

These audits that are ongoing are le-
gitimate audits of a not-for-profit
foundation that was possibly used for
political purposes. Yet Mr. ARCHER has
written to the Commissioner asking
her not to continue with the audits.
That is intimidation. Never, I have
been here 20 years, I have never known
a chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means ever try to intimidate an
IRS commissioner.

f

ANOTHER VIEW ON IRS AUDIT

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman who just spoke referring to the
IRS audit of the course did not point
out that this may be the only college
course given for credit that has been
audited in the history of this country.
I wonder why. The IRS is also auditing
the Christian Coalition, the National
Rifle Association, and Pat Robertson. I
wonder if they are auditing the AFL–
CIO.

This is perhaps the most biased, the
most tendentious, the most politically
active IRS in the history of this coun-
try. And the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means has a right to
ask for an explanation. He did not
order anyone to stop. He asked for an
explanation. It is time that they ex-
plain their political activity.

f

MORE ON THE IRS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
IRS. Murderers, terrorists, rapists,
child abusers, even traffic violators are
also innocent until proven guilty. It
had been good enough for Madison, Jef-
ferson, Washington, good enough for
everyone except the Internal Revenue
Service. The Internal Revenue Service
says taxpayers should remain guilty
and have to prove themselves innocent
in tax court. And they said, Congress,
if you change the burden of proof law it
will cost us billions of dollars. Unbe-
lievable, Congress.

Could you imagine Madison saying to
Jefferson, discussing the Bill of Rights,
Tom, this is great stuff but it costs too
much? Beam me up. You want to talk
about family values. The IRS, NEWT
GINGRICH, picking on political targets.

Congress, put this thing in order. It
is time to change the law. A taxpayer
is a citizen, too. They should be inno-
cent until proven guilty. Bring your
damn case or do not bring it right.
Think about that. I am asking Con-
gress to change the burden of proof in
a tax case and start treating taxpayers
like American citizens. I yield back the
balance of these laws.
f

REPORT ON TEENAGE DRUG USE
(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago, the Department of Health
and Human Services released a shock-
ing report on teenage drug use. Here
are some of the findings: Overall drug
use for 12- to 17-year-olds, from 1992 to
1995 is up 78 percent; marijuana use up
105 percent in the same age group dur-
ing the same period; marijuana use, in
just the last year: up 37 percent; LSD
use, 1992–95: up 183 percent; LSD use in
just the last year: up 54 percent; co-
caine use, 1994–95: up 166 percent. In
just 1 year.

It used to be that the White House
encouraged our young people to just
say no. Today, the White House just
says nothing about this explosion of
teenage drug use.

The Clinton war against drugs has
been a failed war against drugs. And
now we see the consequences.
f

BACK TO SCHOOL
(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, in my
home State of California, which is
being called the epicenter of the school
enrollment explosion, 5.5 million stu-
dents are returning to school this
week, 100,000 more than last year. Na-
tionwide enrollment is expected to rise
by 7 percent over the next 6 years. In-
stead of responding to this crisis, the
majority, however, is contributing to it
by proposing tax cuts on the rich while
voting to cut education spending by 7
percent, 7 percent below 1995 levels.
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President Clinton, on the other hand,

and the Democrats want to help our
schools, help our schools prepare for
the future by ensuring that every child
enters the classroom ready to learn, by
training more teachers and raising
learning standards through Goals 2000,
by expanding the use of technology in
our classroom and by making college
more affordable.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to make edu-
cation our No. 1 priority and ensure
that every student enters the class-
room ready to learn and has the oppor-
tunity.
f

DRUG USE AMONG TEENS

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I looked at
this survey that has been completed by
HHS about drug use among teenagers. I
do not get it. I am confused about why.

Here we have got overall drug use
that has doubled in the last 4 years.
Remember that after there was a sub-
stantial decline, Mr. Speaker, during
the 1980’s and the early 1990’s, in the
past 4 years overall drug use has nearly
doubled. Marijuana use is up 105 per-
cent. LSD is up 183 percent. Cocaine is
up 166 percent. Inquiring minds wants
to know why.

b 1015

Why, Mr. Speaker, what has
changed? What has happened? What
can we look to? What is the expla-
nation?

Mr. Speaker, I was the first invitee
at a townhall meeting for the homeless
in Cleveland about a week ago, and I
asked those people what is the No. 1
problem that got them to this situa-
tion that they find themselves in, and
they said drugs.
f

WE NEED THE TRUTH ABOUT TAX
CUTS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I think the question should be
asked this morning as we move into
this process where the American people
will make choices: ‘‘What does a 15-per-
cent tax cut do for you or for those
Americans who are looking for a better
life?’’

We do not need political rhetoric. We
do not need confusion. We need the
truth.

It is interesting that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle want to
now use the straw man of teenage drug
use, something that all of us abhor,
something that is necessary to prevent,
when they are the very ones asking for
almost a $600 billion tax cut that bene-
fits those making over $100,000 so that,
one, we can cut the drug-free schools
program. As a member of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, that is what they

cut, cut the DARE Program that en-
hances and gives our children the in-
centive not to take drugs.

Mr. Speaker, I believe in prevention,
but a tax cut does nothing but to scare
seniors by causing a $300 billion cut in
Medicare, it cuts the environment and,
likewise, it cuts our opportunities for
education.

Let us tell the truth. This 15 percent
across the board has no basis in fact.
There is no way to tell how it can be
done. There is no way to say that it
will improve your life. Please realize
what the truth is. Fight against those
tax cuts and let us educate our chil-
dren.
f

SET AN EXAMPLE ON DRUG
TESTING

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues know, back in the early
1980’s Ronald Reagan, at my urging, en-
acted random drug testing on the mili-
tary. At that time over 25 percent of
our active military were using drugs in
one form or another. Once we put ran-
dom drug testing into effect, within 4
years it had dropped from 25 percent
down to 4 percent.

What is happening in America today
is so frightening with 12- and 13-year-
olds using marijuana and a 137-percent
increase, 14- and 15-year-olds now in-
creasing by 200 percent. Something has
got to be done.

On opening day of the next Congress
I will introduce a rule change to the
House which will set the example
bringing Members of Congress and
their staff under random drug testing
rules. We need to set the example. We
need to go back to just say no to our
young people so that they know it is
important.

I hope my colleagues will support my
rule change on January 3, 1997.
f

DOLE TAX CUT BAD FOR SENIORS

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I have no fear of taking a
drug test, and I suggest we do it here
on the floor of the House.

Let me talk about the cuts that we
have in safe and drug-free schools, the
same people we have heard this morn-
ing talk about the increase in drug use,
and yet this majority Republican Con-
gress cut $99 million out of safe and
drug-free schools that the President re-
quested, again the DARE programs.

But that is not what I want to talk
about today. Mr. Speaker, I really
wanted to talk about the proposed
spending of all the political career of
Senator Dole as a budget balancer and
now calling for a 15 percent tax cut.
This sounds great and all of us would

like to have one, but how are we going
to pay for it? In recent history, if there
is any indication, it will be paid for by
cuts in education, by cuts in the Medi-
care needs for seniors, and of course,
remember last year when Senator Dole
bragged about voting against the cre-
ation of Medicare in 1965. Now he says
he wants to preserve and protect it.

Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that
after November 5, if that happens, we
will then hear about where those cuts
are going to come, and they are going
to come from education, from Medicare
for seniors and from programs that we
need to plan for the 21st century.
f

GINGRICH AUDIT

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, it has come
to my attention that a colleague of
mine is trying to intimidate the IRS.
In today’s Washington Times, I read
that Republican leaders are upset that
the IRS is making an inquiry into the
corporate funding of Speaker GING-
RICH’s courses at two Georgia schools.
It seems that the Republican leader-
ship is not pleased with the timing of
the inquiry just 2 months before the
election.

But, as my colleagues know, the in-
formation about the audit was not
leaked by the IRS. In fact, it was the
schools involved who told the press
that these IRS audits were taking
place.

Mr. Speaker, the audit is not new. It
has been underway for some time.
There is no political motive here. The
American people deserve to know if one
of their public servants has been a
party to anything even remotely ille-
gal, like the possible illegal corporate
funding of these courses.

Perhaps it is ill-timed, but Speaker
GINGRICH’s constituents deserve to
know the truth.
f

LAY OFF, MR. ARCHER

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this morning the Associated Press re-
ported that the chairman of the House
Ways and Means Committee, BILL AR-
CHER, has sent an intimidating letter
to the Internal Revenue Service con-
cerning an investigation the IRS has
launched into a partisan political
course NEWT GINGRICH taught at two
Georgia colleges.

The IRS has good reason to inves-
tigate Speaker GINGRICH. Allegations
regarding the Speaker’s abuse of tax
exempt organizations have swirled for
more than 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting and appro-
priate for the IRS to investigate the se-
rious allegations of misuse of nonprofit
organizations by Speaker GINGRICH.
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Mr. ARCHER ought to keep his hands off
and let the IRS do its job. Not even the
chairman of the powerful Ways and
Means Committee can protect the
Speaker from the justice he is due.

f

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Agriculture,
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services, the Committee on Com-
merce, the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities, the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to this
request.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

f

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion as a member of the Committee on
Small Business:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Ray-

burn House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SPEAKER GINGRICH: Having accepted
your appointment to the Committee on Agri-
culture, I hereby submit to you my resigna-
tion from the Committee on Small Business.

It has been a great honor for me to serve
under the capable leadership of Chairwoman
Meyers, and it is with deep regret that I
leave her committee. However, I will con-
tinue to work closely with her and the com-
mittee to protect the interests of America’s
small business community.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

DAVID FUNDERBURK,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the resignation is accepted.

There was no objection.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable RICHARD
A. GEPHARDT, Democratic leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,

Washington, DC, September 4, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section

389(d)(2) of Public Law 104–127, I hereby ap-
point the following individual to the Water
Rights Task Force:

Mr. Richard Roos-Collins of California.
Yours very truly,

RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3675, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 3675) making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, with Sen-
ate amendments, thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that in resolving the dif-

ferences between the House and the Senate,
the managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill, H.R. 3675, be in-
structed to disagree to Senate Amendment
Numbered 150.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I support
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and accept
the motion.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman.
Since the gentleman from Virginia

[Mr. WOLF] has accepted the motion, I
see no need to debate it. I appreciate
the gentleman’s position.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Do both
Members yield back their time?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY].

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. MYERS of In-

diana, ROGERS, KNOLLENBERG, RIGGS,
FRELINGHUYSEN, BUNN of Oregon,
PARKER, LIVINGSTON, BEVILL, FAZIO of
California, CHAPMAN, VISCLOSKY, and
OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3816, ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 3816)
making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and agree to the con-
ference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. BEVILL

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BEVILL moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing vote of the two Houses on
the bill H.R. 3816 be instructed to insist on
the House position in respect to section 510
of the House-passed bill prohibiting the im-
position by the Tennessee Valley Authority
of a performance deposit on persons con-
structing docks or making other residential
shoreline alterations.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. First,
does the gentleman seek time?

Mr. BEVILL. No, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the

gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]
seek time?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
we accept the amendment.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. WOLF,
DELAY, REGULA, ROGERS, LIGHTFOOT,
PACKARD, CALLAHAN, DICKEY, LIVING-
STON, SABO, DURBIN, COLEMAN, FOGLI-
ETTA, and OBEY.
f

b 1030

UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES
PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 517 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 517
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
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House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to amend
title 10, United States Code, to limit the
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operational or tactical con-
trol, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Na-
tional Security. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule and shall be considered as
read. No amendment shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
amendment may be considered only in the
order specified, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. The Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may: (1) post-
pone until a time during further consider-
ation in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment;
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another electronic vote
without intervening business, provided that
the minimum time for electronic voting on
the first in any series of questions shall be
fifteen minutes. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL] and welcome him
back from a very productive trip, I un-
derstand, to North Korea, where there
is a serious famine going on.

Pending yielding that time, Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 517 is a structured rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R.

3308, the Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996. The rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
member of the Committee on National
Security. The rule provides that after
general debate, the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule, and makes in order only
those amendments printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules.

Those amendments are as follows: an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]
making technical clarifications, debat-
able for 10 minutes. That is equally di-
vided between them; an amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT], the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH], and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT],
pertaining to the wearing of U.N. insig-
nia by U.S. Forces. That amendment is
debatable for 40 minutes and, of course,
is equally divided as well. And an
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] adding an additional
reporting requirement of the projected
U.S. financial share of U.N. operations,
which will be debatable for 20 minutes,
again equally divided.

The rule further provides that
amendments may be considered only in
the order specified, shall be considered
as read, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the minority was of-
fered 1 hour on a substitute of their
choice, and they have chosen not to ac-
cept that, so there will not be a minor-
ity substitute offered here today. They
did have that opportunity, should they
have wanted to do it.

Mr. Speaker, this rule attempts to
accommodate the concerns of those
Members who submitted amendments,
yet provides for expeditious consider-
ation of this important bill during the
abbreviated week. It is a good rule and
I would certainly urge its adoption.

On the bill itself, I would just like to
make some quick observations. For the
past several months I have served as
the Republican leadership’s point man
on the issue of the U.N. control of U.S.
Forces. I am pleased to see this legisla-
tion before us prior to us adjourning in
about 3 weeks from now. It is an excel-
lent bill, and I commend the chief

sponsor, the gentleman from Maine,
Mr. LONGLEY, as well as the gentleman
from South Carolina, Chairman
SPENCE, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. DELLUMS, for their work in
getting this bill to us at this point.

This legislation is very similar to
language in last year’s defense bill that
President Clinton specifically cited as
one of the reasons he vetoed the meas-
ure. In my view, that was a mistake,
but unfortunately, it fits a pattern es-
tablished by this President of allowing
our military forces to be dragged into
multinational and other missions
which have little or no bearing on our
national interest of our national secu-
rity.

This unwise tendency resulted in
tragedy in Somalia, losing American
military lives, and squandered scarce
military resources down in Haiti. It
presently has our forces embroiled in a
complex quagmire in Bosnia. And a
question now arises as to what will
happen in Iraq, where there is some
concern there, certainly on my part
there is concern, because we know that
this is not the same situation as Desert
Storm, when we saw one country in-
vading the boundaries of another. Now
it is a civil strife within the boundaries
of a country. I just think we have to
really take a close look at just how
much involvement we are in there.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation obvi-
ously does not address all aspects of
the problem. It simply ensures Amer-
ican command of U.S. Forces in U.N.
operations, except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. But that is a great start.
By stipulating that our Armed Forces
only serve under U.S. military com-
manders, this legislation will, in turn,
ensure that these young men and
women who serve in our uniform will
put their lives of the line for American
and only American national interests.

Why should it be otherwise, Mr.
Speaker? U.S. military personnel swear
to defend the United States, not the
United Nations. U.S. military person-
nel swear to obey a chain of command
leading to the President of the United
States, not Boutros-Ghali or someone
else. That is why this is good legisla-
tion and that is why I trust we will
pass this bill overwhelmingly today
with bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following information on
the amendment process under special
rules:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 4, 1996]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 82 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 39 28
Closed 4 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 18 13

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 139 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.
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3 A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or

which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.
4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 4, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 665 .......................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ........................................ MO ................................... H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 668 .......................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–199; A: 227–197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ........................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ...................................... MO ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ...................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ...................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) .................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ........................ Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1215 ........................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1944 ........................ Emer. Supp. Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ....................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................ Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System ......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ........................................................................................ A: 304–118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 743 .......................... Team Act ............................................................................................................................. A: 344–66–1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court ...................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1601 ........................ Internatl. Space Station ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ........................................................................................................ A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act ................................................................................................... PQ: 231–194 A: 227–192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 235–184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) .................................. MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 109 .............

H.R. 2491 ........................
Social Security Earnings Reform .........................................................................................
Seven-Year Balanced Budget ..............................................................................................

PQ: 228–191 A: 235–185 (10/26/95).

H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban .................................................................................................. A: 237–190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) .................................. MO ................................... H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps. ....................................................................................................................... A: 241–181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................. A: 216–210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ............................................................................................................................ A: 220–200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ............................................................................................................ A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................. A: 220–185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform .................................................................................................................. A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.J. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution ..................................................................................................... A: 249–176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2606 ........................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia ......................................................................................... A: 239–181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ................................................................................................ PQ: 223–183 A: 228–184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands ............................................................................................................... PQ: 221–197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) .................................. C ...................................... H. Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President ..................................................................................................... PQ: 230–188 A: 229–189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge ............................................................................................. Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill .............................................................................................................................. PQ: 228–182 A: 244–168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 994 .......................... Small Business Growth ....................................................................................................... Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) ...................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3021 ........................ Debt Limit Increase ............................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3019 ........................ Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................................... PQ: voice vote A: 235–175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2703 ........................ Effective Death Penalty ....................................................................................................... A: 251–157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2202 ........................ Immigration ......................................................................................................................... PQ: 233–152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 165 ................... Further Cont. Approps ......................................................................................................... PQ: 234–187 A: 237–183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 125 .......................... Gun Crime Enforcement ...................................................................................................... A: 244–166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3136 ........................ Contract w/America Advancement ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–180 A: 232–177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3103 ........................ Health Coverage Affordability ............................................................................................. PQ: 229–186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 159 ................... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. ............................................................................................ PQ: 232–168 A: 234–162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 842 .......................... Truth in Budgeting Act ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/17/96).
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H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2715 ........................ Paperwork Elimination Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1675 ........................ Natl. Wildlife Refuge ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 175 ................... Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2641 ........................ U.S. Marshals Service ......................................................................................................... PQ: 219–203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2149 ........................ Ocean Shipping Reform ...................................................................................................... A: 422–0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2974 ........................ Crimes Against Children & Elderly ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3120 ........................ Witness & Jury Tampering .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2406 ........................ U.S. Housing Act of 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 218–208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3322 ........................ Omnibus Civilian Science Auth ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3286 ........................ Adoption Promotion & Stability ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3230 ........................ DoD Auth. FY 1997 .............................................................................................................. A: 235–149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 178 ............. Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 .......................................................................................... PQ: 227–196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3415 ........................ Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax ..................................................................................................... PQ: 221–181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 3259 ........................ Intell. Auth. FY 1997 ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3144 ........................ Defend America Act .............................................................................................................
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3448 ........................ Small Bus. Job Protection ................................................................................................... A: 219–211 (5/22/96).

MC ................................... H.R. 1227 ........................ Employee Commuting Flexibility ..........................................................................................
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3517 ........................ Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3540 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3562 ........................ WI Works Waiver Approval ................................................................................................... A: 363–59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2754 ........................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3603 ........................ Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3610 ........................ Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 ........................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/13/96).
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3662 ........................ Interior Approps, FY 1997 ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/19/96).
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3666 ........................ VA/HUD Approps .................................................................................................................. A: 246–166 (6/25/96).
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3675 ........................ Transportation Approps ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/26/96).
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3755 ........................ Labor/HHS Approps .............................................................................................................. PQ: 218–202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3754 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3396 ........................ Defense of Marriage Act ..................................................................................................... A: 290–133 (7/11/96).
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3756 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/16/96).
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3814 ........................ Commerce, State Approps ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/17/96).
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3820 ........................ Campaign Finance Reform .................................................................................................. PQ: 221–193 A: 270–140 (7/25/96).
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3734 ........................ Personal Responsibility Act ................................................................................................. A: 358–54 (7/18/96).
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3816 ........................ Energy/Water Approps ......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/24/96).
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 2391 ........................ Working Families ................................................................................................................. A: 228–175 (7/26/96).
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2823 ........................ Dolphin Conservation Program ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (7/31/96).
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 123 .......................... English Language Empowerment ........................................................................................ A: 236–178 (8/1/96).
H. Res. 516 (9/4/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3719 ........................ Small Business Programs ...................................................................................................
H. Res. 517 (9/4/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3308 ........................ Armed Forces Protection ......................................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 517 is a modified
closed rule which will make in order
H.R. 3308, a bill to prohibit placing U.S.
military forces under control of foreign
commanders in U.N. military or peace-
keeping operations.

I do not have any problems with the
rule. My concerns are on the substance
of the bill. This bill is unnecessary. It
is probably unconstitutional. And it
will interfere with the President’s abil-
ity to use U.S. military troops for hu-
manitarian and peacekeeping missions
around the world.

I am proud of the role that our serv-
ice men and women have played saving
lives and providing humanitarian relief
around the world. I have been to Soma-
lia, Bosnia, and other places where
United States troops have worked with
our allies to make extraordinary con-
tributions to the peoples of those re-
gions.

I have seen the results of these mis-
sions with my own eyes. Starving peo-
ple are fed, the sick are cared for, and
the homeless provided shelter. These
are good things that we should encour-
age.

These kinds of missions not only help
others. They can boost the morale of
our own Armed Forces and provide val-
uable training.

I fear this bill could greatly diminish
the U.N. peacekeeping efforts and our
ability to contribute to those efforts.

There is no need to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands with this bill. Moreover,
this bill represents a dangerous over-
reach by Congress into the constitu-
tional powers of the Commander in
Chief.

Finally, I have a concern over the
timing of the bill. As we debate this
measure, our Armed Forces are partici-
pating in a joint military exercise to
patrol the no-fly zone over Iraq. The
situation is tense.

Mr. Speaker, now is not the time to
debate a bill that will take away power
from our Commander in Chief. We need
to stand by the President and show our
support at this critical time.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN], one of the most valu-
able and respected Members of this
body and a member of the Committee
on National Security.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to take some time on the rule. I thank
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules for that, and also I will speak on
the bill because there is nothing about
this legislation that is going to in any
way inhibit American military forces
going on humanitarian missions and
helping people around the world who
find themselves in distress, either
through man’s inhumanity to man or
through the forces of our Creator, the
weather, nature, or starvation, which
is generally a combination of both,
more leaning on the man’s inhumanity
to man side.

I just came back yesterday from a
trip to some of our air bases in England
and some of our intelligence facilities.
As almost all of us will do, we asked to

have breakfast set up with our con-
stituents, usually enlisted people and
noncommissioned officers. Then we
will do the same at lunch and then at
dinner, maybe meet with some of the
commanding officers and senior NCO’s.
I did that. This piece of legislation
came up. Of course, being professionals
in the field, they were not even aware,
because they are so busy, dedicated to
doing what they do, and the men and
women are doing it so well.

We discussed what would be accept-
able on, for example, a food mission.
My friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL], there is no more decent
person that I have ever served with in
two decades here, wants to reach out
and help people around the world. But
they said an armband would suffice to
indicate that you are part of some hu-
manitarian effort, a vivid colored arm
band. Sometimes in a dangerous area it
can even be what we call day-glo colors
to indicate this is a peaceful emission.

But to ask someone to wear head-
gear, to ask them to wear insignias
that are sewn onto the uniform, that
replace or require the taking off of
parts of the uniform of the United
States of America, which is the coun-
try to whose Constitution every mili-
tary person and everyone in this Cham-
ber and in the U.S. Senate has sworn to
protect and uphold, that is asking our
military men far too much.

We can reach out to people. They
know from our aircraft coming in that
it is a U.S. effort. Nobody has the
heavy military airlift that we do, the
brand new C–17, the C–5 Galaxy, the
stretch C–141s, or the incomparable C–
130 Hercules, going everywhere in the
world. We do not take and repaint our
aircraft.
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But I noticed in Bosnia that they

were spraying all the white U.N. vehi-
cles with European, what they call
woodlands camouflage. When I asked
on both trips that I went there, just in
the last year, I said, who owns these
vehicles; as we would say in California,
who has the pink slip, it is still the
U.N. So I said, when we pull out of here
with this NATO mission, then the vehi-
cles will be painted white again and go
back to U.N. control? That is right.

So we have in the White House now a
team that is almost compulsive, until
very recently, about putting U.S.
forces under foreign international com-
mand. The whole problem that allowed
the killing to go on in Bosnia for 21⁄2 of
the 31⁄2 years was that the White House
was insistent upon putting us under
U.N. command, when the only thing
people there would have respected was
a NATO command, which is totally dif-
ferent, because it has a ratified treaty
from the last 1940’s, ratified from the
U.S. Congress. In other words, it fol-
lows legitimate constitutional author-
ity as set down in the greatest docu-
ment, our Constitution, ever written to
guide a people and its government.

I would just like to point out to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL], that
he has probably unknowingly touched
on one of the major, if not the major,
constitutional debates of our time.
That is, our President is not a dictator.
When Reagan was in the White House,
I listened to a lot of heartfelt pleas
from the other side vis-a-vis Central
America, that there were things the
President could not do without coming
to this Congress.

There is a very simple line in the
Constitution that says ‘‘In time of
war,’’ and war, that meant declared
war. Just read the writings of our
Founding Fathers: In time of war the
President shall be the Commander in
Chief. It is about 18 words, 16 words.
Then there is a comma and there is an-
other 18 words, ‘‘or when the militia is
called to active duty.’’ Of course that
meant then the National Guard, our
Minutemen, in principle.

This Congress is the only body that
can debate and decide, other than in
defense of emergencies, and it is debat-
able whether what is going on right
now in Iraq is a defensible emergency
when we are choosing sides between
Kurdish groups that are stupidly kill-
ing one another after Saddam Hussein
has mortared and shelled and machine-
gunned with helicopter gunships their
women and children, and we seem to be
leaning toward the side that is dealing
with the world’s greatest terrorist
state, Iran.

This is a constitutional problem.
That our Congress was not informed
over this action is outrageous. Let us
continue to debate that.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS], former
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule
for debate on the bill, H.R. 3308. I do
not do so, Mr. Speaker, because I be-
lieve the rule offered by the Committee
on Rules is unfair. In fact, I believe
that under the circumstances of their
mandate to bring this bill to the floor,
the Committee on Rules has been fair,
it has been evenhanded, in attempting
to construct a rule that would allow
for various amendments and for gen-
eral debate on the issue that is before
the body.
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The reason, Mr. Speaker, that I op-
pose the rule is because I believe the
whole issue presented by H.R. 3308,
whether or not the Congress should
interfere with the President’s exclusive
powers under the Constitution as com-
mander in chief of our Nation’s mili-
tary forces has not, and I repeat and
underscore for the purposes of empha-
sis, has not received the deliberation
and the attention that it deserves in
the committees of appropriate jurisdic-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I would remind you
that earlier in this Congress the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], from
the other side of the aisle, our distin-
guished chairperson of the Committee
on the Judiciary, offered an amend-
ment that would have undone the War
Powers Resolution, despite broad senti-
ment in the body that the War Powers
Resolution has indeed not worked to
properly balance congressional and
Presidential powers.

The effort of the gentleman was de-
feated, at least in part, Mr. Speaker,
because of the articulated views of
some of us in these chambers that mat-
ters of this weight should not be legis-
lated initially on the floor of this body.
That is why there is a committee proc-
ess that allows for significant discus-
sion, debate, deliberation, and articula-
tion prior to a piece of legislation com-
ing to the floor of this body.

With all due respect to our chair, the
chair of the Committee on National Se-
curity, the gentleman for whom I have
great respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], I noted in
my additional views to the committee
report on this very bill, H.R. 3308, that
our committee made only the most
cursory examination of this issue, held
no dedicated hearings on this issue, did
not hear from constitutional experts
on the wisdom of such a course, and
marked up the bill under pressure to
move quickly to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, we should step back and
take a comprehensive look at all of the
war powers issues that the cold war’s
end raises for this Nation. These are
significant issues here. We now find
ourselves in unprecedented and un-
chartered waters. It requires the high-
est and the best in us. We should be
substantive and deliberative as we em-
brace these difficult questions, not a
quick rush to judgment to make some
thinly veiled political statement.
These are massive constitutional issues

that require that we look at the world
as it is evolving.

Mr. Speaker, we have reached across
the aisle and are serious in doing so to
work with our colleagues in the other
party to craft such a comprehensive
look, and I hope that we do so. It is in
that spirit that I urge defeat of the
rule in order that we will be able to
proceed with caution and with the dig-
nity and seriousness that is both wor-
thy of the very complex and important
issue that is before the Chamber.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I must say to the pre-
vious speaker, the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] who I just
have the greatest respect for, and he
earned that respect when he was chair-
man of the Committee on National Se-
curity, and we all do respect him. How-
ever, I just am concerned in that he
spoke eloquently about how fair this
rule is.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say to the
gentleman, this is a deliberative body.
This is where we debate the issues. And
this matter, the identical matter, has
been before this body four times and
has already passed this body. It passed
under H.R. 7 last year. It was a part of
the contract for America that we
passed. It was in last year’s defense
bill. This year it was marked up, as I
understand it, under regular procedure.

Again, this is not something we need
constitutional lawyers to tell us what
to suggest to the President, and that is
really all it is, because the President
does have the prerogative of, if this is
a national interest or national security
issue of the country, he has the prerog-
ative not to follow through.

I happen to be one that does not sup-
port the War Powers Act. I think the
whole act was unconstitutional. This
does not interfere with that. This sim-
ply says that we want our American
troops to serve only under American
command, and by golly, that is what
we are going to get one way or the
other.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

First, I appreciate his compliment;
second, to say to the gentleman, if the
gentleman would recall, back in the
early 1970’s when we debated the War
Powers Act, this gentleman was zeal-
ous in defending the congressional war
powers. I was one of very few Demo-
crats in this Chamber, very few Mem-
bers, who opposed the War Powers Act
on the grounds that it watered down
and diluted a very powerful and clear
statement in the Constitution that
Congress should have the right to de-
clare war.

What we are looking at here is a
question of congressional prerogatives
on the one hand and executive preroga-
tives on the others. These are sub-
stantive issues that we need to debate.
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With all due respect to the chairman of
the Committee on Rules, I dissent from
him on one significant point. What is
the reason why we have a committee
process and a subcommittee process?
That is because at the subcommittee
we hold the appropriate hearings, we
do all of the substantive detail, we do
bring in experts so that we make in-
formed judgments. Each time a com-
mittee brings a bill to this floor, the
435 Members of Congress should feel
certain that that committee did its job
substantively.

What I am saying to the gentleman,
that was not done in this instance. We
can deliberate here, but this is not the
first place that this bill ought to be
discussed. I thank the gentleman for
his generosity.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me just say that
I agree with the gentleman. I know
that he was a strong, staunch opponent
of the War Powers Act along with my-
self and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] and many others. But let
me just say that this matter has been
debated on this floor many, many
times. It is no different than the con-
stitutional amendment to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag. We
know the issue. It is a very simple
issue. That is why it should be brought
to a vote on this floor.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the
rule and the bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this rule. The rule before us makes
in order four amendments: a manager’s
amendment, one that has bipartisan support
and two offered from the minority, including a
full substitute. I think most people will agree
that given the limited time remaining in this
Congress we have managed to report a fair
and responsible rule for the consideration of
this very important legislation. Mr. Speaker,
this bill raises the important question of wheth-
er or not U.S. troops will be put under foreign
command or forced to wear uniforms other
than those of the U.S. Armed Forces. Many
Americans find these notions abhorrent and I
am unalterably opposed to placing our troops
under anyone not directly accountable to the
American people and Congress. There has
been some misunderstanding about what H.R.
3308, the U.S. Armed Forces Protection Act
seeks to accomplish. So let us be clear: would
this bill make it more difficult for U.S. Forces
to become entangled in international peace-
keeping missions? Yes. Would it absolutely
prohibit our involvement in these efforts? No.
Since the end of the cold war, the number of
United Nations peacekeeping missions has
soared. Even so, there are no clear guidelines
for U.S. participation in these adventures. Our
experiences in Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti
have taught us a number of important and
costly lessons. The bill before us works to
make the President more accountable when
deploying our troops as part of international
efforts. It would prohibit the use of taxpayer’s
money to pay for U.S. participation in U.N. ef-
forts unless: the President certifies that the
mission is in the national interest, sets forth
clear command and control arrangements,
outlines the anticipated costs and most impor-
tantly provides an exit strategy for U.S. troops.

These are all sensible and necessary steps. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of these important safeguards—we owe
it to the American people and we owe it to the
dedicated men and women who serve our
country in the Armed Forces.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HUTCHINSON). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 517 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 3308.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3308) to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
limit the placement of United States
forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control, and for
other purposes, with Mr. KOLBE in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] will each be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to open
the debate on H.R. 3308, the United
States Armed Forces Protection Act of
1996, which was introduced this past
April by the distinguished gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], a valued
member of the Committee on National
Security.

This legislation should look very fa-
miliar to my colleagues as the House
has attempted on several occasions to
extend protections to United States
service personnel who are placed under
foreign commanders in the United Na-
tions peacekeeping or military oper-
ations. Were it not for President Clin-
ton’s veto of last year’s defense author-
ization bill, these protections would al-
ready be the law of the land.

Let me briefly revisit this legisla-
tion’s history, which makes clear the
long record of bipartisan concern over
placing American troops under U.N.
command. H.R. 3308 had its genesis in
section 1041 of the fiscal year 1994 De-
fense Authorization Act back when my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
were in the majority. Section 1041 re-

quired the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit to Congress a formal report ‘‘when-
ever the President places United States
military forces under the operational
control of a foreign officer as part of
the U.N. operation.’’

Last year, the House considered and
passed very similar legislation several
times. This issue was first addressed in
H.R. 7, the National Security Revital-
ization Act. The fiscal year 1996 De-
fense Authorization Act also contained
virtually identical language, and a
modified version of the provision was
contained in the conference report
which was passed by both the House
and the Senate. But despite the clear
bipartisan vote of the Congress on this
issue, President Clinton vetoed the de-
fense bill, due in no small part on his
objection to this issue.

Yet this is eminently reasonable and
practical legislation. Critics will argue
that this legislation infringes upon the
President’s constitutional preroga-
tives. Let me make clear, this legisla-
tion is not a prohibition. It simply im-
poses and additional step any President
must take before committing young
American men and women to serve
under the flag of the United Nations.

It is an entirely appropriate policy
restriction that simply requires any
President to certify their subordinat-
ing U.S. forces to U.N. command is in
the Nation’s security interest prior to
deploying our forces on such a com-
mand arrangement. This straight-
forward limitation is the unfortunate,
but necessary result of the administra-
tion’s willingness, seen from Somalia
to Bosnia and from Macedonia to Haiti,
to subordinate American interests to
those of the United Nations.

Contrary to those who would assert
that this legislation is no more than an
exercise in U.N. bashing, I believe it
necessary that it recognize the U.N.’s
limits as articulated by Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros Boutros-Ghali himself.
Last year the Secretary General ac-
knowledged that the United Nations
does not have ‘‘the capacity to deploy,
direct, or command and control peace
enforcement operations * * * and it
would be folly to attempt to do so at
the present time.’’ Under these cir-
cumstances, the litmus test for any
President wanting to subordinate U.S.
military forces to U.N. command ought
to be strict.

President Clinton’s opposition to this
bipartisan legislation, which was taken
to the point of vetoing last year’s de-
fense bill, compels us to consider it
again. I urge my colleagues to once
again send an unequivocal and biparti-
san signal to the President and the
American people by supporting H.R.
3308.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. LONGLEY] manage the remainder
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as I noted during the
debate on the rule, I do not think that
our very valuable committee process
has succeeded fully in considering the
weight and the merit of the issue be-
fore us. I would not reiterate that ar-
gument here.

Despite that fact, I think that much
has been said to illuminate the pitfalls
and the shortcomings of adopting H.R.
3308.
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Mr. Chairman, these pitfalls and
shortcomings are very real traps that
ensnare us when we fail to set aside
politics in favor of policy, public rela-
tions in favor of public education, and
short-term advantage against the long-
term interest of our Nation.

Let me say why I oppose this bill in
as precise a manner as I can, Mr. Chair-
man.

Foremost, I believe that this legisla-
tion will work mischief that will place
at increased risk the lives and safety of
our men and women in uniform. It
would do so for several reasons. First,
it will restrict the President from
quickly and with confidence in its ulti-
mate effectiveness, from establishing
command relations that best meet the
military situation our troops may face.

Second, by virtue of the message we
send to potential allies in these ac-
tions, and that is that we do not trust
your officers, we make it more likely
that we will go it alone than we will
participate in coalition efforts which,
as I perceive it as the world is evolving
to the 21st century, more often than
not, should and will be the order of the
day. Going it alone obviously increases
the risk to our men and women in uni-
form. It seems to me that that is not
discussable or debatable. That is clear-
ly a fact.

U.S. troops in numerous conflicts,
Mr. Chairman, including the War of
Independence up to the operation that
we referred to as Operation Desert
Storm, have been placed under foreign
command. So what is all the hoopla
here? From the very first war that was
dedicated to forming this Nation to the
last time we sent troops to wage war in
the context of the Persian Gulf we have
had American troops under foreign
command. There is nothing, Mr. Chair-
man, in our military history that says
this per se is problematic. Nothing.
And I would challenge my colleagues,
if they can find it historically, to raise
the issue on the floor, and I will say,
point well taken.

Former military leaders have elo-
quently set out in a letter to the
Speaker of this House, Speaker GING-
RICH, why this is both unnecessary and
indeed dangerous. I quote from a letter
signed by, among others, former Joint
Chief Chairman General David Jones
that was went to our Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, during the de-
bate on H.R. 7 when this issue arose.

I quote: ‘‘We urge rejection of the re-
strictions on the President’s command
and control authority as unnecessary,
unwise and militarily unsound,’’ end of
quote.

I am opposed to this bill because I be-
lieve it is a strategic oxymoron, Mr.
Chairman. As we have entered into the
post-cold-war era, both of our Presi-
dents who have governed in this time
have come to understand the desirabil-
ity and the common sense in pursuing
coalition actions and in doing so
through the United Nations, when pos-
sible.

This is not a party issue, Mr. Chair-
man. It should not be a party issue.
This is common sense. We have an un-
paralleled opportunity to craft new
mechanisms for avoiding conflict,
dampening it when it arises, control-
ling it when it flares up and in stopping
aggression, if we must, that are only
realizable if we promote, not denigrate,
multinationalism and internationally
sanctioned peace operations.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I oppose this
bill because I believe it tramples on the
President’s unique and exclusive au-
thority as commander in chief. I say
this as one of the most zealous guard-
ians of congressional war power. As I
said in the context of the discussion on
the rule, I was one of the few people in
this body that voted against the War
Powers Act on the grounds that it di-
luted what is clearly stated as congres-
sional war-making powers in the Con-
stitution of the United States.

Further, Mr. Chairman, I have sued
Presidents, taken them to Federal
court, and would again, to defend this
body’s prerogative to declare war and
authorize troop deployments to con-
flicts. I would have voted for legisla-
tion that compels such prior authoriza-
tion and opposed the War Powers Reso-
lution because I believed it gave the
Presidents a blank check to go first
and seek our approval second.

But I would hasten to point out, Mr.
Chairman, that respect for constitu-
tional prerogative is a two-way street,
one which we must be prepared to walk
on in both directions.

I will not repeat the constitutional
arguments laid out in my additional
views on the committee report. We
worked long and hard and laboriously
on those views. They have been widely
read by many, extremely well received
by most. I urge my colleagues to read
those views. I do not have time to go
into all of that now.

Suffice it to say that I believe that
the Framers of our Constitution ac-
tively considered the question, should
the Congress be involved in the com-
mand and control of our military
forces, and they answered the question
with a resounding no.

Read the Federalist Papers. They de-
bated this question specifically. They
did not want this body involved in
command and control. They said no.
Consider this statement from the Fed-
eralist Papers, and I quote:

The President of the United States is to be
the commander in chief. The propriety of

this provision is so evident in itself that lit-
tle need be said to explain or enforce it. They
saw this as obvious.

Of all the cares and concerns of govern-
ment, the direction of war most peculiarly
demands those qualities which distinguish
the exercise of power by a single hand.

Mr. Chairman, while the United Na-
tions did not exist and peacekeeping
was not a part of the lexicon of the
Framers of the Constitution, nothing
about these operations suggests that
the principle that the legislature has
no business in establishing command
relations is any less true of them than
of warfare.

Should we be concerned with com-
mand relationships, Mr. Chairman?
The answer is yes. Should we seek in-
formation from the President on what
they are? Yes. Should we seek to estab-
lish them or proscribe the choices any
President might make in advance of
considering the requirements of a mili-
tary operation? I say no; the Framers
of the Constitution said no. We should
be informed people, but we are moving
beyond simply being informed.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, for these rea-
sons and others, I urge that the com-
mittee reject the bill and that we allow
the deliberative process of congres-
sional committees to work this issue in
a more comprehensive manner that is
sure to produce a better product.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. It is
a good bill, a sound bill, and a bill
which we need for our national secu-
rity interests and for the men and
women who serve our country in uni-
form.

Let me first commend my good
friend, the gentleman from Maine, JIM
LONGLEY, for his outstanding work on
this bill. As a Marine Corps reserve of-
ficer who served in Desert Storm and
in Bosnia, JIM LONGLEY brings real-life
experience and insight to this issue.

It is particularly frustrating if not
downright dangerous to see the grow-
ing tendency of this administration to
cede operational control of U.S. forces
to the ill-equipped, ill-prepared bureau-
cratic United Nations. Yes, there are
times when we must act in concert
with our allies, perhaps often, and yes,
there are occasions when the United
Nations can help defuse a crisis. But
when U.S. lives and interests are at
stake, the American public expects and
demands that Americans be at the
helm.

No one questions the capability of
the U.S. military. We have the best-
trained, best-equipped men and women
in the world. To project and command
military forces over great distances is
something that few nations can do, and
no nation can do it better than the
United States. Yet this capability does
not come without a price. Every year
thousands of troops are engaged in ei-
ther real-life or training operations
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which hone this capability, often at
great human risk. And they should re-
main under U.S. control.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
quoted the Constitution of the United
States. I would like to read the rel-
evant passage. I know he is a learned
colleague and would not like to speak
in error.

Section 2 of the Constitution states,
‘‘The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the Militia of the
several States, when called into the ac-
tual Service of the United States,’’ and
it goes on, he must require, et cetera,
et cetera.

I am simply saying to the gentleman
from California that he misinterpreted
or misquoted the Constitution of the
United States. The President is indeed
the Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. HEFLEY].

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, today
Congress provides what the American
people are asking for. Today America
begins to tell Boutros Boutros-Ghali
that he cannot send our sons and
daughters to war, that only the Con-
gress and the American President can
do that.

The Constitution gives Congress the
power to declare war and the President
the authority of being Commander in
Chief as the gentleman has just indi-
cated. We must be cautious in protect-
ing that.

As an original cosponsor of this bill,
I believe it is imperative that we estab-
lish our authority and the authority of
the President.

No American should be placed in
harm’s way by anyone other than the
American Congress and the American
President.

Our soldiers should risk their lives
only when U.S. national security inter-
ests are at stake. I do not believe that
the Secretary General of the United
Nations even knows what our national
security interests are.

During this debate, many of my col-
leagues will say that this is simply a
political exercise, something to give
Bob Dole to use against Bill Clinton. If
we wanted that, that has already been
done. He has already vetoed this con-
cept once before. So that has been
done. Of course we know that he
changes his position a lot in an elec-
tion year, so maybe he will again.

We can never again allow another So-
malia. Because U.S. interests became
intertwined with U.N. interests, 19
Americans lost their lives. This must
never happen again.

Let us pass this legislation and send
a message to the American soldiers
that we will never again send them on
an ill-defined, fuzzy U.N. mission. We
never again, Mr. Chairman, should be
in a position of having American young

people risk their lives under a U.N. flag
with a U.N. patch and under U.N. com-
mand and control. If they are going to
risk their lives, it ought to be under
American command and control.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
bill.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Let me first state to my distin-
guished colleague from Colorado, he
began his remarks by saying Boutros
Boutros-Ghali should not be able to
send American troops anywhere in the
world. Mr. Chairman, who is arguing
with that? That is not what this bill
deals with. We have already said, and I
have already said, I am prepared to go
all the way to court.

I took President Bush to court in
order to preserve the prerogative of
Congress when many of my colleagues
did not have the heart to do it. This is
not what this debate is about. This is
not Congress’ war-making power. This
is about command and control once a
decision is made to deploy. So I would
hope that in the context of the few
meager moments we have to debate
this bill that we stay relevant to what
the substantive nature of the bill is.

I would go further and quote from
this administration’s policy on reform-
ing multilateral, multinational peace
operations dated May 1994:

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces.
On a case-by-case basis, the President will
consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
under the operational control of a competent
U.N. commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the United States will agree to
have a U.N. commander exercise overall
operational control over U.S. forces.
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That is what this President is saying.
Let us remove the politics from this
discussion. Let us remove the bumper
strip of rhetoric from the discussion.
Let us not insult each other’s intel-
ligence. Let us not denigrate the re-
sponsibility we have on the floor. Let
us stay focused on the substantive na-
ture of the issues before us, whether or
not we should step on the President’s
prerogatives in command and control.
If they are legitimate differences, then
let us know that debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Procurement.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to go over the language of the
provision itself and what it does be-
cause the operational and tactical con-
trol that is vested in the President and
his subordinates in the American chain
of command is a very precious thing
not just to people that are in the mili-
tary forces but to their parents, to
their families, to the people who rely
on somebody who is accountable for
that young person who may be in a life
or death combat situation.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that we do not detract from the Presi-
dent’s ability to, on a very limited
basis, cede that operational and tac-
tical control to, yes, a foreign com-
mander if it is a unique situation; but
we require a certification. It is a thor-
ough certification.

First, with respect to David Jones,
former chairman of the Joint Chiefs
and his problems with this certifi-
cation, if the President does not have
time to give the certification well in
advance, which is what we would like
to have, because we want the White
House to think about this, we want
them to think it through, then he can
give it after he has made the deploy-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, nonetheless, we go
through some fairly important areas.
We ask the President when he does this
certification to set forth a description
of the national security interest. We do
not think that is unfair or unreason-
able, that would be advanced by the
placement of United States forces
under the United Nations operational
or tactical control. We ask him to tell
us that. We ask him to tell us the ex-
pected size and composition of the U.S.
forces involved. We think that is rea-
sonable. We ask him to explain the pre-
cise command and control relationship
between the U.S. forces involved and
the U.N. command structure. We think
that is reasonable.

We ask him to explain to us the ex-
tent to which the U.S. forces involved
will rely on forces of other countries
for security and defense. I think this
element is a very important one. The
degree to which we rely on forces,
those Americans that might be under
operational or tactical control of a
U.N. commander that agree that we are
going to rely on the forces of other
countries for security and defense, that
our forces will see their security de-
pend on somebody else, we think that
is a very important element for the
President to lay out.

So we ask the President to lay out
concisely these very important ele-
ments. We do not deprive him of his
constitutional authority. We just re-
quire him to certify. We think that is
reasonable.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON], my distin-
guished colleague.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in strong oppo-
sition to H.R. 3308. This bill is bad for-
eign policy. It is bad military policy.

Even the title of the bill is wrong. In-
stead of the title of the bill being
Armed Forces Protection Act, it should
be titled the Armed Forces Greater Ex-
posure Act. By passage of this bill, we
destroy our successful national policy
and collective security. We are saying
to our allies, we do not trust you and
that you are not reliable. That is a bad
message.

Further, without the burdensharing
that comes with the development of
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collective and coalition security with
our allies, the United States must go it
alone. That means that we must deploy
more troops and carry a greater fiscal
burden in any operation that we feel is
in our national interest. I cannot un-
derstand my Republican colleagues
who have for years said that we cannot
be the world’s policemen. How do they
compare that against what is in this
bill that essentially says, United
States, you must go it alone?

Furthermore, as an aside, what an in-
credibly critical time to be talking
about this. When we are trying to hold
together a very, very important coali-
tion in Iraq and we are at the same
time telling those partners in this coa-
lition: Hey, we really do not trust you
guys; we are really not sure whether
you are reliable enough to be with us
in this thing. Very, very bad policy,
very bad timing.

Mr. Chairman, from a military stand-
point, this bill is an absolute disaster.
Now, from an experiential cir-
cumstance, I know a little bit about
this. It has been from 26 years as a
fighter pilot in the Air Force, serving a
significant amount of time in combat.
I know something about command re-
lationships. This bill ties the hands of
the commander, the Commander in
Chief, No. 1. But perhaps even more im-
portantly, it restricts the field com-
manders’ ability to deploy forces in the
field, even perhaps at the potential of
causing the loss of lives.

The military leaders of this country
unanimously find the restrictions
starting out unnecessary, they are re-
dundant, they are also unprecedented.
We are changing how we run our mili-
tary, my colleagues. This is micro-
management of the U.S. military. And
they also find it especially burdensome
to the point, I think, it would cause us
harm.

They correctly point out that the
U.S. joint service doctrine that governs
our collective security arrangements
with our allies are impeccably thought
out, have been tested over and over,
and they work. It just works. Why
screw up a good deal?

Mr. Chairman, the bill also under-
mines the proven and effective proto-
cols established by the document. Fi-
nally, Secretary Perry, Chairman
Shalikashvili, all oppose this for the
right reasons, because it causes harm
to our command structure.

Last year one of my former com-
manders, Gen. David C. Jones, a former
commander of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
wrote in a reply to a similar cir-
cumstance here. He said in his state-
ment: In the post-cold war world, it
will remain essential that the Presi-
dent retain the authority to establish
command arrangements that are best
suited to the needs of future oper-
ations. From time to time it will be
necessary and appropriate, this is a
commander speaking now, appropriate
to temporarily subordinate elements of
our forces to the operational control of
competent commanders from allied or
other foreign countries.

This man is telling it like it is.
Mr. Chairman, this is a poorly

thought out bill. It is really just a po-
litical statement, in my view. It will
cause great harm to the effective com-
mand and control of our Armed Forces.
Let us stand here today, this is an op-
portunity, let us stand here today and
send a bipartisan relationship message
to all of the men and women who are
bravely serving our country today and
tell them, as we have told them in a bi-
partisan fashion in the past, that we do
indeed care about them and that we do
indeed care about their safety.

This bill does not improve the safety
of our armed services men and women.
It is a disgrace that we are taking this
bill up today. This is an absolute vote
‘‘no.’’

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN],
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Personnel.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I did
not realize that I only get a minute or
I would not have used the 3 minutes in
the rule on the uniforms. The chain of
command is far more important. What
we are responding here, what the whole
Congress is responding to is certainly
not a disgrace. It is a response to the
administration’s repeated subordina-
tion of U.S. interests to the U.N. agen-
da.

Mr. Chairman, I want to put in the
RECORD myth No. 1, that it is an in-
fringement of presidential authority;
No. 2, that PDD–25 already protects our
troops; No. 3, there are precedents for
placing U.S. troops under foreign con-
trol; and myth No. 4, that it will limit
troop deployment in emergencies.

In the rule, when I was discussing the
Constitution, I transposed my
thoughts. Yes, it is 16 words, as I said.
The President is the Commander in
Chief, even in peacetime. And I was
correct, it is 18 words referring to the
militia, now meaning the National
Guard. But in section 8 of article I, all
the powers of raising and maintaining
armies and navies and how to uniform
and where to send them and to declare
war, all of that is the House.

Mr. Chairman, this chart shows when
you go in the field to see how this real-
ly breaks down, when Vice President
AL GORE unfortunately said on April
14, 1994, I would like to extend my con-
dolences to the families of those who
died in service to the United Nations,
and I know our former colleague would
like to take that back, look at this
chain of command, men died in Soma-
lia because the chain of command was
so complicated, we could not get one of
the Indian 14 T–72 tanks or one of the
dozen M–60 tanks from Italy to break
through the blockades across those
roads and rescue 4 Rangers who died,
who bled to death out of the 19 killed.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time

to me. I am in one of the most uncom-
fortable positions that I have been in
in this Congress because I find myself
on the opposite side from a man I re-
vere and respect, the gentleman from
South Carolina, Chairman FLOYD
SPENCE, and some very, very good
friends of mine, like the gentlemen
from California, DUNCAN HUNTER and
DUKE CUNNINGHAM. But I rise to oppose
H.R. 3308.

I know that the argument has been
made that generals from the beginning
of our history, foreign generals have
assumed command, beginning with La-
fayette. But, Mr. Chairman, the fact is
that the U.N. is posing an entirely dif-
ferent situation now. What we need to
do now is pull back from the position
that we find ourselves in, begin to op-
erate under the law. And then once, if
war is declared and we are in the mid-
dle of war, of course, as we did in World
War II in that great victory, we can
combine our forces, as we did when we
combined the forces to make the allied
forces, and we were victorious.

Mr. Chairman, I want to very briefly
review the history of command and
control of the Armed Forces. The U.S.
Constitution, article II, section 2 states
that the President shall be Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States and of the militia of the
several States when called into actual
service of the United States; again,
when called into service.

To clarify the point, Hamilton wrote,
in Federalist Papers No. 74: The Presi-
dent of the United States is to be Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy
of the United States and of the militia
of the several States when called into
actual service of the United States.
The propriety of this provision is so
evident in itself, Hamilton wrote, that
little need be said to explain or enforce
it. Again, Mr. Chairman, when called
into service are the key words in the
Constitution.

Then the War Powers Act, the United
Nations Participation Act that we are
extending even further with this bill,
the War Powers Act allows the Presi-
dent to send troops to hot spots with-
out congressional approval for up to 60
days.
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But no, those troops are to remain
within U.S. command and control.
Nothing in the War Powers Act allows
for U.N. foreign command and control
over U.S. troops. The integrity of the
U.S. chain of command is still intact
even after the War Powers Act, and I
do not like the War Powers Act.

But, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to read the clear, plain lan-
guage of section 2 or section 3 of this
bill. The other side of the coin, the
United Nations Participation Act, spe-
cifically provides that when we con-
template a deployment in the United
Nations chapter 6, peace observation,
no prior congressional approval is re-
quired. That U.S. participation in U.N.
chapter 6 millions is limited to 1,000
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noncombatant troops who will not be
in harm’s way.

Finally today, though, we have H.R.
3308. the fact is, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
3308 allows the President of the United
States to place America’s sons and
daughters under U.N. foreign control
without congressional input and with-
out the operation of law or without a
congressional vote, only a certification
from the President that these are the
reasons why he called American troops
up and placed them in harm’s way.
H.R. 3308, section 3, states that the
U.N. foreign control over U.S. Armed
Forces is allowed, again, if the Presi-
dent only certifies. The bottom line of
H.R. 3308 would allow the President to
put our sons and daughters in harm’s
way.

I will just wind up and say that as a
student of history I think that this bill
is extending the President’s powers
much further than what presidential
candidate Dole stated and what our Re-
publican platform says. Please consider
that.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to thank my
friend from Idaho for her remarks be-
cause they were my concerns about
this bill. I was the only member of the
Committee on National Security to
vote against this bill when it came to
our committee, and the reasons I voted
against it were those that were ex-
pressed by my colleague. I had a prob-
lem with the wording that said that
the President should consult closely
with Congress regarding any United
Nations peace operation that could in-
volve U.S. combat forces. More than
consulting is required.

The U.N. Participation Act of 1945, as
amended in 1949, says very clearly that
in any U.N. Chapter 7 operation that
the approval of the Congress is in-
volved. Essentially every one of the
U.N. operations has been Chapter 7.
There has never been a Chapter 6.

I want to express my thanks to the
gentleman from Maine, Mr. LONGLEY,
and particularly to chairman SPENCE
for helping to work out this problem.
The concerns of my colleague from
Idaho have been addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come
shortly, which addresses my problems
with this part of the bill.

I had a second problem with the bill,
and that is that all that was required
for our young men and women to be re-
quired to wear the insignia of the Unit-
ed Nations was a certification by the
President. I thought that this was a
violation of article 1, section 9 of the
Constitution, and I have an amend-
ment which will subsequently come to
the floor which will address this prob-
lem.

So both of the problems that I origi-
nally had with this bill, which were
similar to those that my friend from
Idaho had, are addressed in the man-
ager’s amendment which will come up

next and with my amendment which
will follow that, so I now am in full
support of the bill, and I hope that,
having corrected these defects in the
original bill, that my colleague from
Idaho will also be in full support of
these bills after these amendments
have been passed.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. ROGERS].

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill be-
cause it protects our fighting men and
women from incompetent leadership at
the U.N., military leadership.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice and State in the
Committee on Appropriations that
funds the U.N. contributions that we
make, as well as the peacekeeping con-
tributions that we give to the United
Nations. We have been working to
limit U.S. support for additional so-
called peacekeeping operations and to
reduce the U.S. burden, the share that
we are required to pay for those mis-
sions. During the last 3 years we have
seen this phrase, aggressive
multilateralism, carried to an extreme,
run amok, if my colleagues will, be-
cause we were involved at one time in
around 18 U.N. peacekeeping missions
around the world simultaneously, and I
found out at one point in time—it has
been improved somewhat—but at one
point in time there were some 40 people
at the United Nations attempting to
manage 18 worldwide military oper-
ations in extreme circumstances in
some instances. It just would not work.
They were not working on weekends;
they were working only regular hours.
If one got in trouble in Somalia or
somewhere else where we were involved
in a peacekeeping operation after 5
o’clock New York time until 8 o’clock
the next morning, ‘‘Sorry, we are out
of business,’’ the phones did not an-
swer. On weekends, the same thing.

How can we run military operations
in that fashion? I do not want Amer-
ican forces exposed to that kind of in-
competent leadership as we saw in So-
malia, the results of that and the
deaths of several beloved United States
soldiers, and so I support this bill.
They have incompetent leadership;
they have incompatible communica-
tions gear, among other things. I urge
the adoption of the bill.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
the distinguished principal sponsor of
this legislation, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. LONGLEY], and the distin-

guished chairman of our Committee on
National Security, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], in urging
the House to adopt H.R. 3308, the Unit-
ed States Armed Forces Protection Act
of 1996.

This legislation is the culmination of
almost 4 years of effort on this side of
the aisle to curb the misguided impulse
of this administration to subordinate
the finest fighting men and women in
the world, our U.S. Armed Forces, to
the command of the United Nations.

We all remember the disaster that
this administration’s excessive reli-
ance on the United Nations led us to in
Somalia. This legislation is intended to
reduce the risk of similar U.N. peace-
keeping disasters in the future.

At the same time, the legislation is
carefully designed to preserve flexibil-
ity for the President to respond as
needed, and in coordination with the
United Nations if necessary, to unex-
pected threats to our national security.

Though some are sure to complain
that this legislation interferes with the
President’s constitutional prerogatives
as Commander in Chief, nothing could
be further from the truth. Contrary to
what some have claimed, the President
does not have inherent constitutional
authority to put U.S. Armed Forces
under the operational control of whom-
ever he pleases.

The fact is that this legislation stops
well short of some of the things that
we clearly could do consistent with the
Constitution, such as prohibit foreign
operational control of U.S. forces alto-
gether, or require Senate confirmation
of foreign commanders whom the
President wants to put in charge of our
forces.

Title 10 of the United States Code al-
ready contains a legal requirement
that senior U.S. military officers be
confirmed by the Senate before they
are put in command of U.S. forces. Op-
ponents of this legislation should be
glad that we have not sought to extend
that requirement to foreign military
officers, as we clearly could do.

In 1993 and again in 1994, Mr. SPENCE
and I offered amendments to the de-
fense authorization bill very similar to
the legislation before us. Regrettably,
both of those amendments were de-
feated on party line votes.

Legislation along these lines was in-
cluded in the Contract With America,
and was approved by the House in 1995
in the bill H.R. 7. Regrettably, when
that provision reached President Clin-
ton as part of the defense authorization
bill for 1996, he cited that provision as
one of his reasons for vetoing the bill.
In order to get that bill enacted, Mr.
SPENCE was forced by the President to
agree to drop this vital provision from
their bill.

It is time, Mr. Chairman, to right
that wrong. It is time to enact this
vital provision from the Contract With
America, and to give the brave men
and women of our Armed Forces the
protection they deserve.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
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colleague, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding, and I
rise in opposition to this bill because I
am very troubled by what it really
means long term.

As one of the people who talked
about burden sharing and the fact that
the United States should not be a 911
number for the world, and another fact
out there is the President is trying
very hard to hold an alliance together
in the no-fly zone, to try and keep this
alliance solidified, I think the timing
of this bill is terribly dangerous. I
think it goes against what so many of
us have advocated in trying to get the
rest of the world to pull a stronger oar.
We all understand why we had to stand
there and be Atlas-like in the post-
World War II period, because the rest of
the world was devastated, but today
many of our allies have rebuilt, and yet
they still want to cast all of that on
our shoulders, and what we are doing
with this bill is giving them one more
reason why they say, ‘‘You clearly
want to go it alone.’’

Now let me point out some things
that I think are terribly important.
No. 1, this bill does not even differen-
tiate between humanitarian missions
and combat missions. As my colleagues
know, those are two very major dis-
tinctions. No. 2, everybody, and we
have got testimony from different offi-
cers of the U.S. military, everyone
agrees that U.S. troops are under com-
mand and control of the United States
even in these missions, that only oper-
ational oversight is delegated to who-
ever that officer might me, and under
that operational authority any U.S.
soldier is not to do anything that is in
violation of U.S. law or U.S. policy.

And so as a consequence we all know
every country in the United Nations is
hesitant about surrendering total con-
trol. But someone has to kind of out-
line the operational control so people
do not fall over each other and really
make tremendous mistakes. We have
been doing that forever. So people are
getting that mixed up, and here what
we are doing is blurring that line and
trying to get people very excited about
that.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] has spoken about what the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES] has said. We have got testimony
from many other military officers, in-
cluding the U.S. officer who was in
charge of the Haiti mission, who was
both under the United Nations and
under the United States, explaining
how this is harmful. So I think there
are many, many reasons that we really
should slow down and look at this.
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We also have testimony, and we have
had people saying that if this bill had
been in effect at the time President
Bush tried to assemble the world
against Saddam Hussein, he could not
have done it.

Now, think about that. Think about
that. Here we are, trying to reassemble
that coalition, to stand up to Saddam
Hussein, so here we come with this.
What kind of message is that? So we go
forward and as we advocate more and
more that the rest of the world is to
take its justifiable role, and it must
play a role, we cannot do this for the
whole world when we are only 3 percent
of the world’s population. If we are
going to insist that everybody else does
that, what are we saying when we pass
this bill?

I understand the politics of it, but I
just hope people read it and read what
our very own military people say about
it and our very own Defense Depart-
ment says about it.

I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia for his quiet leadership in this, in
trying to bring some common sense to
a heated debate.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
have heard a lot of different speakers
talk. Let me say from personal experi-
ence, I served on 7th Fleet staff and
was in charge of all defense of South-
east Asia countries. That included both
the host countries as well as our allied
countries. That was Team Spirit, Tan-
gent Flash, Cobra Gold, and others in
Southeast Asia.

Let me tell the Members why I sup-
port this bill. We need our troops under
U.S. command. Let me give a classic
example. In Somalia, the administra-
tion changed the mission from humani-
tarian to going after General Aideed.
The administration then reduced the
amount of forces, making us vulner-
able, and at the request of armor from
our own military commanders, the ad-
ministration denied that request. It
took 7 hours to get to our Rangers in
Mogadishu. We lost 18 Rangers under
U.N. control. They had tanks and
armor available to get in to those
troops. We had a person die because
they bled to death, because we could
not get to them.

All we are asking for is that our
troops are guided and administered and
operationally controlled by U.S. com-
manders and that they have the power
to request assets at the same time.

Another case, in Bosnia. Remember
when this country bombed Bosnia-
Herzegovina? Not even the President of
the United States or the Vice President
of the United States or the Secretary
of Defense of the United States knew
that U.S. troops were committed to
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, because the
United Nations, under Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, ordered it. We are say-
ing we want our troops to fall under
U.S. control. We think that is very,
very important, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, what we have here is
an unfortunate debate at a time when
it is important to send a signal that
the country is united behind the Presi-
dent, our Commander in Chief. At this
very moment, we have dealt with mili-
tary action against Iraq for purposes
that are bipartisan in support, for
international reasons. Yet, once again,
if this bill passes, and I can hear a
train moving, the message is going to
be the United States again is going it
alone, snubbing their nose at the Unit-
ed Nations. Right now with our allies
we have had difficulty getting them to
back some of our actions in Iraq. So we
are sending an unfortunate message at
a very unfortunate time.

Be that as it may. What I think is
clear in this debate is this: No. 1, the
reason we are having this debate is, I
think appropriate, the fact that we
have to be very careful when we have
limited, temporary operational control
of foreign commanders. This has been
critically important to our constitu-
ents. They worry about this. But what
we are doing in this bill, the require-
ment for Presidential certification be-
fore putting U.S. forces under U.N. op-
eration and control, is unacceptable. It
is also unconstitutional.

Why do we want to tie the hands of
the President of the United States?
The President is the Commander in
Chief. He has to have the discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
temporary U.N. operational control if
that is the most effective way to en-
sure our security interests.

What this bill does, it infringes on
the exclusive constitutional preroga-
tives of the President as Commander in
Chief to determine command and con-
trol assignments. The discretion to
place U.S. military units under limited
operational control of foreign com-
manders has been part of our Nation’s
security policy since its founding. The
reality is it has worked well, because
our military leaders know it is impor-
tant to not place any of our troops in
any danger and they know the sensitiv-
ity to this issue of the American peo-
ple. So why do we not let our military,
our Commander in Chief, make these
choices, instead of coming in here,
passing a bill that basically says, Unit-
ed Nations, you cannot do anything.
We are going to be the world’s police-
man. That is the message we are send-
ing.

Under longstanding U.S. policy, and
here it is, I am going to read it because
it is critically important, this is the
Clinton administration policy on re-
forming multilateral peace operations,
May of 1994:

‘‘The President retains and will never re-
linquish command authority over U.S.
forces. On a case-by-case basis, the President
will consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
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under the operational control of a competent
U.N. commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the United States will agree to
have a U.N. commander exercise overall
operational control over U.S. forces.

Mr. Chairman, we do not need this
bill. This is not the right time to do it
also, at a time when our country is un-
dertaking military action. Let us sup-
port the Commander in Chief. Let us
not make this bill a big issue.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following information re-
garding U.N. command and control:

UNITED NATIONS COMMAND AND CONTROL

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces.
On a case by case basis, the President will
consider placing appropriate U.S. forces
under the operational control of a competent
UN commander for specific operations au-
thorized by the Security Council. The great-
er the U.S. military role, the less likely it
will be that the U.S. will agree to have a UN
commander exercise overall operational con-
trol over U.S. forces.

The Clinton Administration’s Policy on
Reforming Multilateral Peace Operations—
May 1994

Serious threats to the security of the U.S.
still exist in the post-Cold War era. When our
interests dictate, the U.S. must be willing
and able to fight and win wars, unilaterally
when necessary. Circumstances will arise,
however, when multilateral action best
serves U.S. interests in preserving or restor-
ing peace. The U.S. cannot be the world’s po-
liceman; and properly constituted, UN peace
operations can be an important instrument
for collective action.

Since our nation’s founding, the discretion
to place US military units under limited,
temporary operational control of foreign
commanders has been part of our nation’s se-
curity structure. From the siege at York-
town during the Revolutionary War to bat-
tles in Europe and the Pacific during WWII
to Operation Desert Storm, U.S. forces have
an occasion been under the tactical control
of foreign commanders.

The requirement in H.R. 3308 for a Presi-
dential certification before putting U.S.
forces under UN operation control is unac-
ceptable. As the Commander-in-Chief, the
President must have the discretion to make
the decision to place U.S. military units
under limited, temporary UN operational
control if that is the most effective way to
ensure US security interests. This bill in-
fringes on the exclusive constitutional pre-
rogative of the President as Commander-in-
Chief to determine command and control ar-
rangements.

The President retains and will never relin-
quish command authority over U.S. forces,
even when they are temporarily under the
operational control of competent UN com-
mand. Our uniformed military leadership
agrees that this restriction is an unneces-
sary step which would damage US flexibility
in protecting U.S. interests.

Q AND A ON U.N. COMMAND AND CONTROL

Background: H.R. 3308 would restrict the
ability of the President to assign forces to
mission he deems are in the national interest
by putting restrictions on participation in
UN operations. Specifically, the proposed
legislation would require the President to
present a series of certifications that are un-
reasonable and probably unconstitutional.

Q: Do you support HR 3308 on UN Com-
mand and Control?

A: First let me make one thing very clear:
the chain of command in the US military is

and always will be inviolate. It runs from the
President through the respective service
chains of command to every soldier, sailor
and airman in the military. That command
relationship is never broken.

Having said that, United States military
history is replete with examples of the US
military serving under foreign command:
from the revolutionary war, through both
World Wars and in the Gulf War.

As Commander in Chief, I also need the
flexibility, when it serves our national inter-
est—and when conditions warrant, to reserve
the option to allow US units to serve in al-
lied coalitions, under foreign operational
control.

I agree with the implied message of the bill
that the assignment of our military person-
nel in these types missions must be very
carefully considered—and I can assure you
that with the best advise of my military ad-
visors—that I do that in every case.

HR 3308 unduly restricts the flexibility of
the Commander in Chief through a series of
certifications and other restrictions, and I
would veto it if it were to reach my desk in
its current form.

COMMAND AND CONTROL OF U.S. FORCES (H.R.
3308)

Background: H.R. 3308, presently in the
HCONS Committee, limits the placement of
U.S. forces under UN operational or tactical
control by denying funding for U.S. forces
placed under UN control. The exception is if
you certify that it is in the national security
interests of the United States to do so.

Points:
The requirement in H.R. 3308 for a Presi-

dential certification before putting U.S.
forces under UN operation control is unac-
ceptable. Since our nation’s founding, the
discretion to place US military units under
temporary operational control of foreign
commanders has been part of our nation’s se-
curity structure. From the siege at York-
town during the Revolutionary War to Oper-
ation Desert Storm, U.S. forces have on oc-
casion been under the operational control of
foreign commanders.

As the Commander-in-Chief, I must con-
tinue to have the discretion to make the de-
cision to place U.S. military units under
temporary UN operational control if that is
the most effective way to ensure US security
interests. This bill infringes on my constitu-
tional prerogative as Commander-in-Chief to
determine what the correct command and
control arrangements are to achieve U.S. in-
terests.

Even when circumstances dictate that it is
best to act multilaterally to serve U.S. inter-
ests, I will never relinquish command au-
thority over U.S. forces, even when they are
temporarily under the operational control of
competent UN command.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3308, the Armed Forces Protection
Act.

The need for this legislation is appar-
ent. From 1948 to 1982, there were eight
instances where the United States par-
ticipated in a mission where members
of our military were placed under a for-
eign commander. In the 5 years since
Desert Storm, however, there have
been three instances: The 1992 U.N.
Protection Force in the former Yugo-
slavia, the 1993 U.N. Humanitarian
Force in Somalia, and the NATO Im-
plementation Force in Bosnia. Because

of the increasing number of these mis-
sions, this issue needs to be addressed.

We have had many debates in this
Chamber about the unfocused nature of
these recent missions. H.R. 3308 clari-
fies the use of our own forces in these
situations and seeks to avoid the inter-
vention of our troops in areas where we
do not have a clear national security
interest.

The President still maintains ample
latitude in overseeing the deployment
of U.S. troops under H.R. 3308. Finally,
the Congressional Research Service has
analyzed H.R. 3308 and determined that
it is consistent with the powers of Con-
gress in sections eight and nine under
article one of the Constitution.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the bill.
Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield

1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to
bring the A frame. Before I run out of
time, what is wrong with the U.N.’s
command, it brought about the death
of 19 Americans. Two of them got the
Medal of Honor for begging three times
to go down and save the lives of Ward
Officer Michael Durant’s crew. They
ended up saving Durant. The other
three crew members and those two
men, their bodies were so abused that
it cannot be discussed in public out of
sensitivity for the families. The word
beheading comes to mind.

Here is General Hoar, Central Com-
mand, goes right down to the Army
Rangers with General Harrison in be-
tween. When they got pinned down and
were trapped all night long with four of
the young Rangers bleeding to death,
five of our Delta Force men murdered
and five of the helicopter crews and
two Tenth Mountain divisions.

Over here is the Turkish commander.
I had lunch with him over there a week
after this tragedy, a fortnight after,
Lieutenant General Bier, nice man. He
told me he wanted more control. I did
not say anything to ruin his lunch.
Now you come down to Montgomery;
great guy, takes me up on a Blackhawk
over the battlefield. When I asked
about the Rangers, he said, they are
not under my command.

General Montgomery says, they are
not under my command. They are
under General Harrison’s command. I
said, who is General Harrison? He is
the commander of Operation Ranger,
another two-star. He had a mortar land
at his feet. It was a dud. We would have
lost a two-star General in Clinton’s
first adventure out into the rough
world, putting our troops under foreign
command.

Then we come down to this mixed-up
command down here, and the end re-
sult was what I rushed my words say-
ing at the end of my first remarks: 14
T–72 India tanks, and when I had said
to Generals Montgomery and Harrison,
why did you not use one of those tanks
to run through these hastily made
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roadblocks instead of getting the Unit-
ed Arab Emirates and the Mountain Di-
vision guys killed, they said, we did;
and they called Delhi and it was a Sun-
day. How about the Italians? They call
Rome. Sorry, it is a Sunday, we cannot
do this.

This is unbelievable, this compulsion
under Halperin, before he left in a huff
after getting those men killed and see-
ing our friend, Les Aspin, go down in
flames. This bill is an absolute neces-
sity. We should have a unanimous vote
in favor of it.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to my colleague, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. No. 1, Mr. Chair-
man, I do not oppose what the Presi-
dent has done in Iraq. I support his ac-
tions.

No. 2, I think there is a very good
shot of the Democrats reclaiming the
House, and my chairman for the Com-
mittee on Armed Services will be the
gentleman from California, RON DEL-
LUMS. I think he has done a great job.

I want to talk a little bit about a big
sinkhole for American dollars, talking
about another issue. We are talking
about military and humanitarian aid
here. Look, we send soldiers with guns,
we do not send a welcome wagon. We
do not send the United Way here.

Second of all, I want to talk about
policy. I think we have gone too far.
We have given the Presidents so much
latitude they now deploy troops and
engage in activities, and then, under
the War Powers Act, they come back to
us and give us the courtesy of a con-
ference. Beam me up, here.

I think it is time to get back to the
Constitution. There is nothing wrong
with Congress setting the parameters
under which we engage. The Com-
mander in Chief keeps our troops
ready, but when the people tell the
Commander in Chief when those troops
should be deployed, then that Com-
mander in Chief takes over, not until
then, Mr. Chairman.

No one person in America can set
America into war. I think it is that
policy. I am hoping, I am hoping lead-
ers like the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] will get us back to that.
I think the most important thing the
Founders talked about and the biggest
debate was the declaration of war pow-
ers; that in England that royalty could
just go ahead and set the troops, but in
America, no one person can. I think
this is heart and soul. I think it goes
back to the Constitution. Let us set
the parameters.

By God, let us give the President au-
thority to do it once we say it shall be
done, because in America, no one per-
son can unilaterally take those ac-
tions. That is why I support this bill. I
support my amendment that our troops

are not under any foreign command,
but more importantly, our amendment
that they are not wearing any other
patches from anywhere else. They
could be there, but by God, they wear
an American and United States uni-
form. Our troops do not pledge alle-
giance to the United Nations, they
pledge allegiance to the United States
of America.

I think the bill, although it has some
concerns, can be worked out. I support
it.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise our guests in the gallery that
manifestations of approval or dis-
approval are not permitted.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.
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Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, it is sad that an issue
of this importance and significance,
both constitutionally and for national
security policy, should be manipulated,
really for election year purposes, here
in the closing weeks of this session of
Congress. This bill is ill advised for
both constitutional law and practical
reasons, and even more fundamentally,
for constitutional policy and reciproc-
ity reasons.

The first point: It undermines abso-
lutely essential responsibilities and au-
thorities that have to be retained in
the person of the Commander in Chief,
the President of the United States. The
impracticality of trying to comply
with the waiver provision, which I am
sure is held up as some saving aspect of
this, but is really a sham, is astound-
ing. It requires a President to predict
the unpredictable, to foresee the un-
foreseeable, to promise the unprom-
isable. It does not work.

Second, constitutional policy: I agree
with my colleague from Ohio, Mr.
TRAFICANT, this body ought to be
standing up for its responsibilities
under the war powers clause. But if we
want future Presidents to respect our
prerogatives and our power and our re-
sponsibilities, we need to respect the
constitutional prerogatives and au-
thorities and powers granted to the
President in the Constitution.

To the extent that this bill basically
gives the back of our hand, for the con-
venience of a nice political slogan, here
a couple of months before the election,
gives the back of our hand to the im-
portant constitutional prerogatives of
the President of the United States, we
are in no place down the road a year or
two or five from now to stand up for
the institutional responsibilities of the
Congress under the war powers clause.
We will be in a poorer position then to
argue as we should and as we ought to
have the courage to argue: Mr. Presi-

dent, that is our call whether we go to
war, not yours.

But if we are arguing that it is our
call, how he arranges the command
structure of the Armed Forces, how in
the world are we credible on that much
more profound issue in the future?

Mr. Chairman, this bill’s defects are so se-
vere that it deserves to be defeated. These
defects are ones not only of constitutional law,
but also of constitutional policy.

The bill is unconstitutional in its attempt to
place limits on the President’s role as Com-
mander in Chief. I also think that it should be
rejected as a matter of policy. This attempted
interference with the President’s authority
under the Commander in Chief clause will in-
vite further Presidential disrespect for Con-
gress’ prerogatives under the war powers
clause, and so will undermine an essential
area of comity between the executive and leg-
islative branches. If we want the President to
respect Congress’ constitutional prerogatives,
we must respect his.

Some may say that the waiver provisions
protect the President’s proper authority. But
the fact is that even if including workable waiv-
er provisions could save the bill from constitu-
tional attack, the waiver and certification re-
quirements in this bill are not workable. As
drawn, they would require the President to see
the unforeseeable, or to be forced to choose
between a dissembling assertion of knowing
what cannot be known and an improper abdi-
cation of constitutional authority.

Mr. Chairman, time and again, this Con-
gress has treated the Constitution with mini-
mal regard. This reckless measure continues
that unfortunate pattern. I bringing it to the
House floor today, too many on the other side
of the aisle clearly put a higher priority on
bumper-sticker politics than on proper respect
for the historic and constitutionally guaranteed
authority of the President to command the Na-
tion’s Armed Forces.

Article II, section 2 of the Constitution,
states that the ‘‘President shall be Com-
mander in Chief’’ of the U.S. Armed Forces.
This bill seeks to circumvent that part of the
Constitution by placing severe limits on the
President’s ability to carry out his central na-
tional security duties. In my opinion, it should
be defeated for this reason, if for no other.

The Department of Justice agrees. In a
legal opinion, the Assistant Attorney General
has recommended that the President veto the
bill because it ‘‘unconstitutionally constrains
the President’s exercise of his constitutional
authority as Commander in Chief.’’ I’m includ-
ing this Justice Department opinion at the end
of this statement. This opinion cites clear and
longstanding legal authority to support a fun-
damental proposition: ‘‘There can be no room
to doubt that the Commander in Chief Clause
commits to the President alone the power to
select the particular personnel who are to ex-
ercise tactical and operational control over
U.S. forces,’’ The opinion explains further:

In the present context, the President may
determine that the purposes of a particular
U.N. operation in which U.S. Armed Forces
participate would be best served if those
forces were placed under the operational or
tactical control of an agent of the U.N., as
well as under a U.N. senior military com-
mander who was a foreign
national . . . Congress may not prevent the
President from acting on such a military
judgment concerning the choice of the com-
manders under whom the U.S. forces engaged
in the mission are to serve.
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1 Footnotes are at end of article.

Even if the bill were free of serious constitu-
tional flaws, it would not be in our real national
interest. Starting with the War of Independ-
ence, the United States has conducted joint
military operation with allies. In the real world,
such arrangements will be possible only with
allies on a basis of reciprocity—that is, we
must occasionally be willing to have our forces
under the command of others if we expect al-
lied forces to be placed under the operational
control of Americans. We simply can’t expect
to work effectively with our allies unless we
are prepared to share operational control in
appropriate cases.

If we refuse to ever do this, ever to share
command, in future crises we may be forced
to go it alone or to do nothing. This may serve
the political posturing of isolationists in Con-
gress and elsewhere, but it will not serve
American interests.

Many of the most significant military tri-
umphs in our history were coalition efforts that
included military command shared with our al-
lies. In 1918, during World War I, some 2 mil-
lion Americans served alongside French and
British armies under the overall coordination of
a French general. During World War II, United
States and United Kingdom commands and
staffs worked as a team to carry out combined
Allied operations against the Axis powers. The
North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO],
created in 1951, has always used an inte-
grated command structure. And in 1991, dur-
ing Operation Desert Storm, General
Swartzkopf placed a United States brigade
under the operational control of the French,
just as other allied forces were under the
operational control of United States forces.

In fact, as Members should be aware, right
now a U.S. Army division serves under the
U.N. flag in Korea, under operational control of
a South Korean general. This bill directly
threatens the continuation of this arrangement
and the essential international cooperation on
security matters it represents.

This history demonstrates how from time to
time our ability to place our forces under an
ally’s operational control—or to take such con-
trol of an ally’s forces—has enhanced our abil-
ity to establish and maintain alliances and to
fashion international coalition efforts when cir-
cumstances make that the best way for us to
pursue U.S. national interests.

This bill politicizes national security and
threatens to impair the Presidency’s ability to
make effective foreign policy and national se-
curity decisions. It should not have been
brought to the floor, and it should not pass. If
the United States is to remain a leader on the
world stage, Congress must continue to recog-
nize and respect that the President—every
President—has the constitutionally prescribed
authority as Commander in Chief to decide
how to deploy American forces.

Mr. Chairman, we all know what’s going on
here. The bill’s prohibition on U.S. troops
under U.N. operational or tactical control plays
to the frustration many citizens feel about U.S.
participation in the peacekeeping and peace-
making and humanitarian relief actions of the
U.N. But the bill ignores the real world require-
ments of dealing with threats to international
security. It should not pass.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL,

Washington, DC, May 8, 1996.

MEMORANDUM FOR ALAN J. KRECZKO, SPECIAL
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND LEGAL
ADVISER TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUN-
CIL

From Walter Dellinger, Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral.

Re H.R. 3308.

This memorandum responds to your re-
quest for our views as to the constitutional-
ity of H.R. 3308, a bill that would limit the
President’s ability to place United States
armed forces under the United Nations’
(‘‘U.N.’’) operational or tactical control. We
believe that the bill is unconstitutional, and
strongly recommend that the President veto
it.

Section 3 of H.R. 3308 would add a new sec-
tion 405 to chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, to read as follows: ‘‘Except as
provided in subsection (b) and (c), funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available for
the Department of Defense may not be obli-
gated or expended for activities of any ele-
ment of the armed forces that after the date
of the enactment of this section is placed
under United Nations operational or tactical
control, as defined in subsection (f).’’

Proposed subsection 405(f) provides that
elements of the armed forces shall be consid-
ered to be placed under U.N. operational or
tactical control if they are under the oper-
ational or tactical control of an individual
who is acting on behalf of the U.N. in a
peacekeeping, peacemaking or similar activ-
ity, and if the senior military commander of
the U.N. force or operation is either a foreign
national or a U.S. citizen other than an ac-
tive duty U.S. military officer.

Proposed section 405 thus bars the Presi-
dent from placing U.S. armed forces partici-
pating in U.N. peacekeeping operations
under the U.N. operational or tactical con-
trol, as so defined.

Two subsections set out exceptions to the
prohibition.1 Subsection 405(c) provides that
the limitation does not apply if Congress
specifically authorizes a particular place-
ment of U.S. forces under U.N. operational or
tactical control, or if the U.S. forces in-
volved in a placement are participating in
operations conducted by the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization.

Subsections 405(b) and (d) together provide
that the President may waive the limitation
if he certifies to Congress 15 days in advance
of the placement that it is ‘‘in the national
security interests of the United States to
place any element of the armed forces under
United Nations operational of tactical con-
trol,’’ and provides a detailed report setting
forth specific items of information within
eleven district categories.2 If the President
certifies that an ‘‘emergency’’ precluded
compliance with the 15 day limitation, he
must make the required certification and re-
port in a timely manner, but no later than 48
hours after a covered operational or tactical
control is initiated.

The proposed amendment unconstitution-
ally constrains the President’s exercise of
his constitutional authority as Commander-
in-Chief. Further, it undermines his con-
stitutional role as the United States’ rep-
resentative in foreign relations. While ‘‘[t]he
constitutional power of Congress to raise and
support armies and to make all laws nec-
essary and proper to that end is broad and
sweeping,’’ United States v. O’Brien, 391 U.S.
367, 377 (1968), Congress may not deploy that
power so as to exercise functions constitu-
tionally committed to the Executive alone

for that would ‘‘pose a ‘danger of congres-
sional usurpation of Executive Branch func-
tions.’ ’’ Morrison v. Olson, 487 U.S. 654, 694
(1988) (quoting Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. 714,
727 (1986)). Nor may Congress legislate in a
manner that ‘‘ ‘impermissibly undermine[s]’
the powers of the Executive Branch, Commod-
ity Futures Trading Comm’n v. Schor, [478 U.S.
833 (1986)] at 856, or ‘disrupts the proper bal-
ance between the coordinate branches [by]
prevent[ing] the Executive Branch from ac-
complishing its constitutionally assigned
functions, ‘Nixon v. Administrator of General
Services, [433 U.S. 425 (1977)] AT 433.’’ Morri-
son, 487 U.S. at 695. Even though there are
areas in which both Congress and the Presi-
dent have a constitutional voice, and in
which Congress, therefore, may rely on its
own constitutional authority to seek to
guide and constrain presidential choices, it
may not impose constraints in the areas that
the Constitution commits exclusively to the
President, See, e.g., Letter for Richard
Darman, Director, Office of Management and
Budget, from Bruce Navarro, Deputy Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative
Affairs (Feb. 2, 1990) (finding provision of
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1990 and 1991, limiting President’s abil-
ity to receive spies as ambassadors unconsti-
tutional even though President could waive
limitation if it was in the national security
interests of the United States to do so).

Article II, § 2, of the Constitution declares
that the President ‘‘shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States.’’ Whatever the scope of this author-
ity in other contexts, there can be no room
to doubt that the Commander-in-Chief
Clause commits to the President alone the
power to select the particular personnel who
are to exercise tactical and operational con-
trol over U.S. forces. See Fleming v. Page, 50
U.S. (9 How.) 603, 615 (1850) (‘‘As commander-
in-chief, [the President] is authorized to di-
rect the movements of the naval and mili-
tary forces placed by law at his command,
and to employ them in the manner he may
deem most effectual. . . .). Indeed, the major
object of the Clause is to ‘‘vest in the Presi-
dent the supreme command over all the mili-
tary forces,—such supreme and undivided
command as would be necessary to the pros-
ecution of a successful war.’’ United States v.
Sweeny, 157 U.S. 281, 284, 284, (1895). See also
Nordmann v. Woodring, 28 F. Supp. 573, 578
(W.D. Okla, 1939) (‘‘as Commander in Chief,
the President has the power to employ the
Army and the Navy in a manner which he
may deem most effectual’’); ‘‘The Federal-
ist’’ No. 69, at 465 (Alexander Hamilton)
(Jacob E. Cooke ed., 1961) (‘‘[The Commander
in Chief power] would amount to nothing
more than the supreme command and direc-
tion of the military and naval forces, as first
General and Admiral of the confederacy.
. . .’’). William Howard Taft, ‘‘The Bound-
aries Between the Executive, the Legislative
and the Judicial Branches of the Govern-
ment,’’ 25 Yale L. J. 599 610 (1916) (the Com-
mander-in-Chief Clause precludes Congress
from ‘‘order[ing] battles to be fought on a
certain plan’’ or ‘‘direct[ing] parts of the
army to be moved from one part of the coun-
try to another.’’); George Sutherland,
‘‘Constitutinal Power and World Affairs’’ 76–
77 (1919) (‘‘in the actual conduct of military
operations, in the field where the battles are
being fought, in the movement, disposition
and discipline of the land and naval forces,
the Commander-in-Chief is supreme,’’). As
Attorney General (later Justice) Robert
Jackson explained, ‘‘the President’s respon-
sibility as Commander in Chief embraces the
authority to command and direct the armed
forces in their immediate movements and
operations designed to protect the security
and effectuate the defense of the United
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States, . . . [T]his authority undoubtedly in-
cludes the power to dispose of troops and
equipment in such manner and on such du-
ties as best to promote the safety of the
country. ‘‘Training of British Flying Stu-
dents in the United States,’’ 40 Op. Att’y
Gen. 58, 61–62 (1941).

It is for the President alone, as Com-
mander-in-Chief, to make the choice of the
particular personnel who are to exercise
operational and tactical command functions
over the U.S. Armed Forces. True, Congress
has the power to lay down general rules cre-
ating and regulating ‘‘the framework of the
Military Establishment,’’ Chappell v. Wal-
lace, 462 U.S. 296, 301 (1983); but such frame-
work rules may not unduly constrain or in-
hibit the President’s authority to make and
to implement the decisions that he deems
necessary or advisable for the successful con-
duct of military missions in the field, includ-
ing the choice of particular persons to per-
form specific command functions in those
missions. Thus, for example, the President’s
constitutional power to appoint a particular
officer to the temporary grade of Marine
Corps brigadier general could not be under-
cut by the failure of a selection board, oper-
ating under a general statute prescribing
procedures for promotion in the armed serv-
ices, to recommend the officer for that pro-
motion. ‘‘Promotion of Marine Officer,’’ 41
Op. Att’y Gen. 291 (1956). As Attorney Gen-
eral Rankin advised President Eisenhower on
that occasion, ‘‘[w]hile Congress may point
out the general class of individuals from
which an appointment may be made . . . and
may impose other reasonable restrictions
. . . it is my opinion that the instant statute
goes beyond the type of restriction which
may validly be imposed. . . . It is recognized
that exceptional cases may arise in which it
is essential to depart from the statutory pro-
cedures and to rely on constitutional author-
ity to appoint key military personnel to po-
sitions of high responsibility.’’ Id. at 293, 294
(citations omitted).3 In the present context,
the President may determine that the pur-
poses of a particular U.N. operation in which
U.S. Armed Forces participate would be best
served if those forces were placed under the
operational or tactical control of an agent of
the U.N., as well as under a U.N. senior mili-
tary commander who was a foreign national
(or a U.S. national who is not an active duty
military officer). Congress may not prevent
the President from acting on such a military
judgment concerning the choice of the com-
manders under whom the U.S. forces engaged
in the mission are to serve.

Moreover, in seeking to impair the Presi-
dent’s ability to deploy U.S. Armed Forces
under U.N. operational and tactical com-
mand in U.N. operations in which the United
States may otherwise lawfully participate.
Congress is impermissibly undermining the
President’s constitutional authority with re-
spect to the conduct of diplomacy. See, e.g.,
Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518, 529
(1988) (the Supreme Court has ‘‘recognized
‘the generally accepted view that foreign
policy was the province and responsibility of
the Executive’ ’’) (quoting Haig v. Agee, 453
U.S. 280, 293–94 (1981)); Alfred Dunhill of Lon-
don, Inc. v. Republic of Cuba, 425 U.S. 682, 705–
06 n. 18 (1976) (‘‘[T]he conduct of [foreign pol-
icy] is committed primarily to the Executive
Branch.’’); United States v. Louisiana, 363 U.S.
1, 35 (1960) (the President is ‘‘the constitu-
tional representative of the United States in
its dealings with foreign nations’’); ‘‘Acquisi-
tion of Naval and Air Bases in Exchange for
Over-Age Destroyers,’’ 39 Op. Att’y Gen. 484,
486 (1940) (Jackson, Att’y Gen.) (the Con-
stitution ‘‘vests in the President as a part of
the Executive function’’ ‘‘control of foreign
relations’’). U.N. peacekeeping missions in-
volve multilateral arrangements that re-

quire delicate and complex accommodation
of a variety of interests and concerns, in-
cluding those of the nations that provide
troops or resources, and those of the nation
or nations in which the operation takes
place. The success of the mission may de-
pend, to a considerable extent, on the na-
tionality of the commanding officer, or on
the degree to which the operation is per-
ceived as a U.N. activity (rather than that of
a single nation or bloc of nations). Given
that the United States may lawfully partici-
pate in such U.N. operations, we believe that
Congress would be acting unconstitutionally
if it were to tie the President’s hands in ne-
gotiating agreements with respect to com-
mand structures for those operations.4

It might be argued that section 405 does
not impose a significant constraint on the
President’s constitutional authority because
it grants the President the authority to
waive the prohibition whenever he deems it
in the ‘‘national security interest’’ of the
United States to do so, provided he reports
his decision to execute a waiver to Congress
15 days in advance. If he certifies that an
emergency is present, he may avoid the 15
day limitation and make a report in a timely
manner, but no later than 48 hours after
troops are placed under U.N. command.
Thus, functionally, section 405 effects only a
conditional ban on the President’s constitu-
tional authority to control the tactical and
operational deployment of U.S. forces.5 Con-
gress cannot, however, burden or infringe the
President’s exercise of a core constitutional
power by attaching conditions precedent to
the exercise of that power. Attorney General
Brownell put the matter well:

‘‘It is recognized that the Congress may
grant or withhold appropriations as it choos-
es, and when making an appropriation may
direct the purposes to which the appropria-
tion shall be devoted. It may also impose
conditions with respect to the use of the ap-
propriation, provided always that the condi-
tions do not require operation of the Govern-
ment in a way forbidden by the Constitution.
If the practice of attaching invalid condi-
tions to legislative enactments were permis-
sible, it is evident that the constitutional
system of the separability of the branches of
Government would be placed in the gravest
jeopardy.’’ ‘‘Authority of Congressional
Committees to Disapprove Action of Execu-
tive Branch,’’ 41 Op. Att’y Gen. 230, 233 (1955).

Similarly, then-Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Rehnquist opined: ‘‘Even in the area of
domestic affairs, where the relationship be-
tween Congress and the President is bal-
anced differently than it is in the field of ex-
ternal affairs, virtually every President
since Woodrow Wilson had had occasion to
object to certain conditions in authorization
legislation as being violative of the separa-
tion of powers between the Executive and
the legislative branch. The problem would be
met in exacerbated form should Congress at-
tempt by detailed instructions as to the use
of American forces already in the field to su-
persede the President as Commander-in-
Chief of the armed forces.’’ William H.
Rehnquist, Assistant Attorney General, Of-
fice of Legal Counsel, ‘‘The President and
the War Power: South Vietnam and the Cam-
bodian Sanctuaries,’’ 21 (May 22, 1970).6

We are mindful that Congress has framed
its restriction on placing troops under U.N.
control as a prohibition on the obligation or
expenditure of appropriated funds. That Con-
gress has chosen to invade the President’s
authority indirectly, through a condition on
an appropriation, rather than through a di-
rect mandate, is immaterial. Broad as Con-
gress’ spending power undoubtedly is, it is
clear that Congress may not deploy it to ac-
complish unconstitutional ends.7 In particu-
lar, as our Office has insisted over the course

of several Administrations, ‘‘Congress may
not use its power over appropriation of pub-
lic funds ‘to attach conditions to Executive
Branch appropriations requiring the Presi-
dent to relinquish his constitutional discre-
tion in foreign affairs,’ ’’ 16 Op. O.L.C. 18, 30
(1992) (preliminary print) (quoting 14 Op.
O.L.C. 38, 42 n.3 (1990) (preliminary print)
(quoting 13 Op. O.L.C. 311, 315 (1989) (prelimi-
nary print)).8

Accordingly, we believe that H.R., 3308 is
unconstitutional, and strongly recommend
that the President veto it.

FOOTNOTES

1 There is also an exception made for ongoing oper-
ations in Macedonia and Croatia.

2 As detailed in subsection 405(d), the report must
include eleven distinct elements. It must set forth
(1) a description of the national security interests
that would be served by the troop placement; (2) the
mission of the U.S. forces involved; (3) the expected
size and composition of the U.S. forces involved; (4)
the precise command and control relationship be-
tween the U.S. forces involved and the U.N. com-
mand structure; (5) the precise command and con-
trol relationship between the U.S. forces involved
and the commander of the U.S. unified command for
the region in which those U.S. forces are to operate;
(6) the extent to which the U.S. forces involved will
rely on other nations’ forces for security and defense
and an assessment of the capability of those foreign
forces to provide adequate security to the U.S.
forces involved; (7) the exit strategy for complete
withdrawal of the U.S. forces involved; (8) the extent
to which the commander of any unit proposed for
the placement would at all times retain the rights
to report independently to superior U.S. military
authorities and to decline to comply with orders
judged by that commander to be illegal or beyond
the mission’s mandate until such time as that com-
mander has received direction from superior U.S.
military authorities; (9) the extent to which the U.S.
retains the authority to withdraw any element of
the armed forces from the proposed operation at any
time and to take any action it considers necessary
to protect those forces if they are engaged; (10) the
extent to which the U.S. forces involved will be re-
quired to wear as part of their uniform a device indi-
cating U.N. affiliation; and (11) the anticipated
monthly incremental cost to the U.S. of participa-
tion in the U.N. operation by U.S. forces proposed to
be placed under U.N. operational or tactical control.

3 The Acting Attorney General’s opinion relied
chiefly on Congress’ inability to undermine the
President’s authority under the Appointments
Clause, U.S. Const. art. II, #2, rather than on the
promotion procedure’s effect on the Commander-in-
Chief power. The President’s appointment power is
not at issue here, because the foreign or other na-
tionals performing command functions at the Presi-
dent’s request would be discharging specific military
functions, but would not be serving in federal of-
fices. See Memorandum to Andrew Fois, Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legislative Affairs, from
Richard L. Shiffrin, Deputy Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, Office of Legal Counsel. Re: Defense Authoriza-
tion Act at 2n.1 (Sept. 15, 1995), Nonetheless, we be-
lieve that the reasoning under the Commander-in-
Chief Clause closely parallels that under the Ap-
pointments Clause.

4 Past Presidents have committed U.S. forces to
foreign command. For example, at a time of great
military and diplomatic exigency during the First
World War, President Woodrow Wilson agreed, after
discussions with our allies, to place U.S. forces
under General Foch, as French commander. General
Pershing called on General Foch at his headquarters
to say, ‘‘[i]nfantry, artillery, aviation, all that we
have are yours; use them as you wish,’’ 8 Ray
Stannard Baker, ‘‘Woodrow Wilson; Life and Let-
ters’’ 60 (1939). See also id, at 62 (President Wilson’s
telegram to General Foch, stating that ‘‘[s]uch
unity of command is a most hopeful augury of ulti-
mate success’’); id, at 69–70 (resolution of Supreme
War Council, stating that General Foch ‘‘is charged
by the British, French and American Governments
with the coordination of the action of the Allied Ar-
mies on the Western Front; to this end there is con-
ferred on him all the power necessary for its effec-
tive realization’’).

5 Arguably, section 405 effects a complete ban on
the use of appropriated funds to support troops
under U.N. control in circumstances when the Presi-
dent would find such a deployment advisable but not
strictly in the national security interest of the Unit-
ed States. We doubt, however, that such a cir-
cumstance is more than hypothetically possible. If
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the President found it advisable to place U.S. forces
under U.N. control, then, ipso facto, it would be in
the national security interest to place those troops
under U.N. control. To the extent that a contrary
circumstance could truly arise, then section 405 is
unconstitutional.

6 In a footnote to the text quoted above, Mr.
Rehnquist added: ‘‘All of these Presidents have stat-
ed in one way or another that just because Congress
concededly may refrain from appropriating money
at all, it does not necessarily follow that it may at-
tach whatever condition it desires to an appropria-
tion which it does make.’’

7 See United States v. Klein, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 128
(1872) (appropriations act unconstitutionally
intruded on President’s pardon power); United States
v. Lovett, 328 U.S. 303, 316 (1946) (appropriations
power misused to impose bill of attainder); cf. Metro-
politan Washington Airports Auth. v. Citizens for the
Abatement of Aircraft Noise, Inc., 301 U.S. 252, 271
(1991) (Congress may not use its power over Federal
property to achieve ends by indirect means that it is
forbidden to achieve directly); Frost & Frost Trucking
Co. v. Railroad Comm’n, 271 U.S. 583, 594 (1926) (State
legislature cannot attach unconstitutional condi-
tion to privilege that it may deny), See also ‘‘Mu-
tual Security Program—Cutoff of Funds from Office
of Inspector General and Comptroller,’’ 41 Op. Att’y
Gen. 507, 530 (1960) (Att’y Gen. Rogers) (‘‘the Con-
stitution does not permit any indirect encroach-
ment by Congress upon [the] authority of the Presi-
dent through resort to conditions attached to appro-
priations’’); ‘‘Constitutionality of Proposed Legisla-
tion Affecting Tax Refunds,’’ 37 Op. Att’y Gen. 56, 61
(1933) (Att’y Gen. Mitchell) (‘‘This proviso can not be
sustained on the theory that it is a proper condition
attached to an appropriation. Congress holds the
purse strings, and it may grant or withhold appro-
priations as it chooses, and when making an appro-
priation may direct the purposes to which the appro-
priation shall be devoted and impose conditions in
respect to its use, provided always that the condi-
tions do not require operation of the Government in
a way forbidden by the Constitution.’’); ‘‘Memorial
of Captain Meigs,’’ 9 Op. Att’y Gen. 462, 469–70 (1860)
(concluding that appropriations bill that contained
condition that money be spent only under super-
vision of congressionally-designated individual was
invalid); William P. Barr, contribution to sympo-
sium on ‘‘The Appropriation Power and the Nec-
essary and Proper Clause,’’ 68 Wash. U.L.Q. 623, 628
(1990) (‘‘Congress cannot use the appropriations
power to control a Presidential power that is beyond
its direct control’’); Harold H. Koh, ‘Why the Presi-
dent (Almost) Always Wins in Foreign Affairs: Les-
sons of the Iran-Contra Affair,’’ 97 Yale L.J. 1255,
1303 n.218 (1988) (citing support for view that Con-
gress acts unconstitutionally if it refuses to appro-
priate funds for President to carry out his constitu-
tional responsibilities); Kate Stith, ‘‘Congress’
Power of the Purse,’’ 97 Yale L.J. 1343, 1351 (1988);
Louis Henkin, ‘‘Foreign Affairs and the Constitu-
tion’’ 115 (1972) (‘‘Congress cannot impose conditions
which invade Presidential prerogatives to which the
spending is at most incidental’’).

8 See also ‘‘The President’s Compliance with the
‘Timely Notification’ Requirement of Section 501(b)
of the National Security Act,’’ 10 Op. O.L.C. 159, 169–
70 (1986) (‘‘[W]hile Congress unquestionably pos-
sesses the power to make decisions as to the appro-
priation of public funds, it may not attach condi-
tions to Executive Branch appropriations that re-
quire the President to relinquish any of his constitu-
tional discretion in foreign affairs.’’).

This limitation on legislative power has also been
acknowledged by Members of Congress. See Orrin
Hatch, contribution to symposium, ‘‘What the Con-
stitution Means by Executive Power,’’ 43 U. Miami
L. Rev. 197, 200–01 (1988) (‘constitutional foreign pol-
icy functions may not be eliminated by a congres-
sional refusal to appropriate funds. The Congress
may not, for example, deny the President funding to
receive ambassadors, negotiate treaties, or deliver
foreign policy addresses. . . . Congress oversteps its
role when it undertakes to dictate the specific terms
of international relations.’’); Eli E. Nobleman, ‘‘Fi-
nancial Aspects of Congressional Participation in
Foreign Relations,’’ 289 Annals Am. Acad. Pol. &
Soc. Sci. 145, 150 (1983) (citing remarks of Represent-
ative Daniel Webster, objecting on constitutional
grounds in 1826 to appropriations rider that pur-
ported to attach instructions to United States dip-
lomats).

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3308,
which would establish important limi-
tations on the President’s ability to
place U.S. troops under United Nations
or other foreign command. It would
clarify that the President must certify
that placing U.S. troops under foreign
control is in the national interest and
that Congress must have a role in ap-
proving such actions.

Given the recent involvement of U.S.
troops in peacekeeping missions in So-
malia, Bosnia, Macedonia, and Haiti—
sometimes under the operational con-
trol of foreign commanders—this meas-
ure is most timely.

The Constitution is itself silent on
this matter, and the President is using
a self-prescribed directive to guide his
actions. I believe this is too important
an issue for such treatment. The Con-
stitution expressly gives the Congress
the power and responsibility to declare
war, ‘‘raise and support Armies,’’ ‘‘pro-
vide and maintain a Navy,’’ and ‘‘make
all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution’’
such powers. The Congress clearly has
important prerogatives in this regard.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate Rep-
resentative LONGLEY for introducing
this important measure, and urge its
support.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
discussion about what is in this bill
and what is not in this bill. I would
like to discuss what is in the bill and
focus on that and conclude the debate
on that basis.

First of all, we are talking about the
fact that U.N. operations have become
of late a much more common phenome-
non.

Second, we have seen in the last sev-
eral years commitments of United
States forces to U.N. operational con-
trol in places like Haiti, Croatia, Mac-
edonia, including over 22,000 American
forces now deployed in Bosnia. We have
seen the recent unfortunate experience
of the commitment of American forces
in a combined United States-U.N. oper-
ation in Somalia that led to the tragic
death of 18 valiant Rangers.

What we are also recognizing in this
piece of legislation is that despite the
many deficiencies that we have seen in
the conduct of U.N. operations, we rec-
ognize that there may be situations
where it is in the national security in-
terest of the United States to partici-
pate in them, and we have made appro-
priate provisions for that.

I would also point out that I stand
here as a Member who has on at least
3 occasions broken with his own leader-
ship to oppose his leadership’s efforts
to, in my view, interfere with the au-
thority of the President of the United
States, including most recently I spoke
on the resolution that was on the floor
that would have in my view interfered
with the President’s ability to success-
fully conclude the Dayton Peace Ac-
cords.

Again, I am proud to do that when I
think it is in the best interests of this
country to do so. Yet, I think it is clear
that we need to recognize that the
United Nations is not a military orga-
nization.

I heard earlier remarks referring to
the fact that there are sometimes hu-
manitarian missions and sometimes
there are war-fighting missions. The
bottom line, as the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] said, is that
when you send an American soldier
overseas with a rifle, by its very na-
ture, it involves the risk of war or war-
fighting, and we need to operate on
that basis.

We have made provisions for four sep-
arate situations wherein the President
can commit forces if he deems it in the
best interests of the United States. We
have provided a 15-day time line in the
event that he sees the necessity for a
commitment of American forces before
he needs to file any kind of certifi-
cation.

We have provided for an emergency
commitment of American forces where
he has the opportunity to provide jus-
tification within 48 hours. We have also
provided exceptions for, yes, if Con-
gress were to authorize that action, or
if it is an operation commenced under
the NATO forces, if our forces were to
be committed in fulfillment of our
commitment to NATO.

However, I think we also need to
spend a minute to talk about what are
we talking about in terms of certify-
ing. We are talking about that we want
an outline of what is the national secu-
rity interest involved, what is the mis-
sion going to be? What kinds of forces?
What are the command and control re-
lationships? What are the command
and control relationships between the
American commander and the unified
American command that is responsible
for that region of the world? All en-
tirely reasonable and this should be
done anyway.

But what we are doing is saying: Mr.
President, provide that to the Con-
gress.

I want to end on a personal note, be-
cause when we look at the incident in
October 1993 of those 18 Rangers that
were killed in Mogadishu, 2 of them
were from my State, M. Sgt. Gary Gor-
don was awarded the Medal of Honor,
Sgt. Tommy Fields was killed in ac-
tion.

When you look at that operation, you
see that they did have armor as part of
the force. The problem was that the
armor was under the command of an-
other country, and when the first bul-
lets flew, the tanks and the armored
personnel carriers abandoned our
troops in the field. We need to prevent
that from happening in the future.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman,
few institutions have enabled the expression
of the noblest ideas of humankind as has the
United Nations. Listen to the words that begin
the Charter of the United Nations written 50
years at the end of World War II:

We the peoples of the United Nations de-
termined to save succeeding generations
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from the scourge of war, which twice in our
lifetime has brought untold sorrow to man-
kind, and

to reaffirm faith in fundamental human
rights, in the dignity and worth of the
human person, in the equal rights of men
and women and of nations large and small,
and

to establish conditions under justice and
respect for the obligations arising from trea-
ties and other sources of international law
can be maintained, and

to promote social progress and better
standards of life in larger freedom, and

for these ends to practice tolerance and
live together in peace with one another as
good neighbors. . . .

Listening to those words and seated at the
conference to establish the United Nations in
San Francisco in April 1945 were Mary
McLeod Bethune of the National Council of
Negro Women, Mordecai W. Johnson of How-
ard University, W.E.B. DuBois and Walter
White of the NAACP.

These are not just words. After speaking
with the brave and noble men that serve
under U.N. command, I can conclude that they
are proud to be a part of a military that brings
together all countries that have common inter-
est. A U.N. representative from MINURSO sta-
tioned in Tundouf said, ‘‘It allows me to make
my life count for something and it allows me
to give back to the ones that are less fortunate
than I.’’ The United Nations is a sum of the
whole of all nations.

The command and control of armed forces
of the United Nations are men and women
that make sure that our enemies are kept at
bay, that regional security and peace are more
than just words, and prevention of further ag-
gression by any one state. The War Powers
Act is not absolute. The United States cannot
be the world’s policemen. We need the United
Nations.

Chapter VII, article 51 of the U.N. Charter
states that if an armed attack occurs against
a member of the United Nations, we must take
the measures necessary to maintain inter-
national peace and security.

This is the wrong time to implement this bill.
Iraq has violated international law, Security
Council Resolution 688. Our vital national in-
terests are at stake. Bosnia, Haiti, and other
countries that require chapter VI type activities
are vital to protect the weak from the strong.

This bill is wrong, it ties the President’s
hands. In peacetime, they protect us. I cannot
with good conscience support this bill, the
United States Armed Forces Act. I would like
to just conclude that multilateralism does mat-
ter.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, as
a U.S. Army veteran myself, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 3308, the United States
Armed Forces Protection Act. This bill takes
important steps to ensure the protection of our
troops overseas. While it may not go as far as
some of us would like, it makes considerable
progress to ensure that we protect the inter-
ests of those who risk their lives by putting on
the uniform of the U.S. military.

We remember what happened earlier in the
Clinton administration, in Somalia, where our
United States troops had to rely on U.N.
forces for backup. It cost 19 of our men and
women in uniform their lives. I will not allow
their lives to be forgotten. I will continue ag-
gressively to ensure that our men and women
in uniform do not have to rely on the United
Nations for backup that may or may not come.

H.R. 3308 extends proper protection to the
men and women of the U.S. Armed Forces,
who have been sent to serve in U.N. peace-
keeping operations. In particular, the bill pro-
hibits U.S. service members form performing
duties under the administrative or tactical con-
trol of foreign officers, unless the President
certifies to the Congress that such command
relationships serve the national security inter-
est of the United States.

The bill also directs the President to submit
to the Congress first, the national security in-
terest that will be advanced by their mission;
second, the size, composition, and involve-
ment of the U.S. forces; third, the command
and control relationship of involved U.S. forces
and the U.N. command structure, and fourth
the exit strategy for U.S. forces. It also re-
quires that members of the armed forces be
informed of their unit’s mission and their chain
of command in any operation to which their
unit has been assigned.

I also fully support provision which will en-
sure that our men and women in uniform are
not required to wear the insignia of the United
Nations or any other foreign entity. I have co-
sponsored legislation that would protect our
men and women from this, and am pleased to
support it here today.

Finally, I would add that this is the fourth
time this Congress has had this issue under
consideration. Unfortunately, President Clinton
has rejected this proposal before. Perhaps he
will change his mind on it and sign the bill this
time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 3308, hopefully the final
step in a journey which began long ago by
Members who doubted the wisdom and con-
stitutionality of placing U.S. troops under for-
eign command.

We began with a letter to President Clinton
in opposition to Presidential Review Directive
13, which later became Presidential Decision
Directive 25. We carried on that fight in com-
mittee, arguing with the State Department
about the tragic deaths of American heroes in
Somalia, including Randall Shughart from my
district.

We included a prohibition on foreign com-
mand deployments in the Contract With Amer-
ica and worked to have it included in Defense
authorization bills, all the while tightening loop-
holes.

We thought we were successful in attaching
these provisions to last year’s Defense author-
ization bill. That bill also included a number of
provisions that would improve the quality of
life for American service personnel. Unfortu-
nately, that bill was vetoed by the President.

We stand here today with a clean bill, deal-
ing solely with the issue of foreign command
of American troops. In recent years, foreign
command—and U.N. command in particular—
has not served the United States well.

A great amount of confusion surrounded our
deployment in Somalia, confusion that directly
resulted in the deaths of American Rangers.
Never again do I want to be placed in a posi-
tion of explaining the needless deaths of
American servicemen because of ineffective
command and control arrangements.

This bill will prevent future Somalias. It
states simply that Americans will not serve
under foreign command, unless the President
reports it is in our best interest. It allows for
our continued involvement in NATO, and
would not impact existing operations in Mac-
edonia and Croatia.

In short, the bill will restore wisdom and sta-
bility to any future deployments. I thank Chair-
man SPENCE and Chairman GILMAN for their
leadership on this issue, and I urge all Mem-
bers to offer this bill their support.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the
5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 3308 is as follows:
H.R. 3308

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘United
States Armed Forces Protection Act of
1996’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND CONGRESSIONAL POLICY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows:
(1) The President has made United Nations

peace operations a major component of the
foreign and security policies of the United
States.

(2) The President has committed United
States military personnel under United Na-
tions operational control to missions in
Haiti, Croatia, and Macedonia that could en-
danger those personnel.

(3) The President has deployed over 22,000
United States military personnel to the
former Yugoslavia as peacekeepers under
NATO operational control to implement the
Dayton Peace Accord of December 1995.

(4) Although the President has insisted
that he will retain command of United
States forces at all times, in the past this
has meant administrative control of United
States forces only, while operational control
has been ceded to United Nations command-
ers, some of whom were foreign nationals.

(5) The experience of United States forces
participating in combined United States-
United Nations operations in Somalia, and in
combined United Nations-NATO operations
in the former Yugoslavia, demonstrate that
prerequisites for effective military oper-
ations such as unity of command and clarity
of mission have not been met by United Na-
tions command and control arrangements.

(6) Despite the many deficiencies in the
conduct of United Nations peace operations,
there may be unique occasions when it is in
the national security interests of the United
States to participate in such operations.

(b) POLICY.—It is the sense of Congress
that—

(1) the President should consult closely
with Congress regarding any United Nations
peace operation that could involve United
States combat forces and that such consulta-
tions should continue throughout the dura-
tion of such activities;

(2) the President should consult with Con-
gress before a vote within the United Na-
tions Security Council on any resolution
which would authorize, extend, or revise the
mandate for any such activity;

(3) in view of the complexity of United Na-
tions peace operations and the difficulty of
achieving unity of command and expeditious
decisionmaking, the United States should
participate in such operations only when it
is clearly in the national security interest to
do so;

(4) United States combat forces should be
under the operational control of qualified
commanders and should have clear and effec-
tive command and control arrangements and
rules of engagement (which do not restrict
their self-defense in any way) and clear and
unambiguous mission statements; and

(5) none of the Armed Forces of the United
States should be under the operational con-
trol of foreign nationals in United Nations
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peace enforcement operations except in the
most extraordinary circumstances.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of sub-
sections (a) and (b):

(1) The term ‘‘United Nations peace en-
forcement operations’’ means any inter-
national peace enforcement or similar activ-
ity that is authorized by the United Nations
Security Council under chapter VII of the
Charter of the United Nations.

(2) The term ‘‘United Nations peace oper-
ations’’ means any international peacekeep-
ing, peacemaking, peace enforcement, or
similar activity that is authorized by the
United Nations Security Council under chap-
ter VI or VII of the Charter of the United Na-
tions.
SEC. 3. PLACEMENT OF UNITED STATES FORCES

UNDER UNITED NATIONS OPER-
ATIONAL OR TACTICAL CONTROL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 404 the following new section:
‘‘§ 405. Placement of United States forces

under United Nations operational or tac-
tical control: limitation
‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in

subsections (b) and (c), funds appropriated or
otherwise made available for the Depart-
ment of Defense may not be obligated or ex-
pended for activities of any element of the
armed forces that after the date of the enact-
ment of this section is placed under United
Nations operational or tactical control, as
defined in subsection (f).

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION FOR PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFI-
CATION.—(1) Subsection (a) shall not apply in
the case of a proposed placement of an ele-
ment of the armed forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control if the
President, not less than 15 days before the
date on which such United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control is to become ef-
fective (or as provided in paragraph (2)),
meets the requirements of subsection (d).

‘‘(2) If the President certifies to Congress
that an emergency exists that precludes the
President from meeting the requirements of
subsection (d) 15 days before placing an ele-
ment of the armed forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control, the
President may place such forces under such
operational or tactical control and meet the
requirements of subsection (d) in a timely
manner, but in no event later than 48 hours
after such operational or tactical control be-
comes effective.

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTIONS.—(1) Sub-
section (a) shall not apply in the case of a
proposed placement of any element of the
armed forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control if Congress spe-
cifically authorizes by law that particular
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operational or tactical con-
trol.

‘‘(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply in the
case of a proposed placement of any element
of the armed forces in an operation con-
ducted by the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation.

‘‘(d) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATIONS.—The
requirements referred to in subsection (b)(1)
are that the President submit to Congress
the following:

‘‘(1) Certification by the President that it
is in the national security interests of the
United States to place any element of the
armed forces under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control.

‘‘(2) A report setting forth the following:
‘‘(A) A description of the national security

interests that would be advanced by the
placement of United States forces under
United Nations operation or tactical control.

‘‘(B) The mission of the United States
forces involved.

‘‘(C) The expected size and composition of
the United States forces involved.

‘‘(D) The precise command and control re-
lationship between the United States forces
involved and the United Nations command
structure.

‘‘(E) The precise command and control re-
lationship between the United States forces
involved and the commander of the United
States unified command for the region in
which those United States forces are to oper-
ate.

‘‘(F) The extent to which the United States
forces involved will rely on forces of other
countries for security and defense and an as-
sessment of the capability of those other
forces to provide adequate security to the
United States forces involved.

‘‘(G) The exit strategy for complete with-
drawal of the United States forces involved.

‘‘(H) The extent to which the commander
of any unit of the armed forces proposed for
placement under United Nations operational
or tactical control will at all times retain
the right—

‘‘(i) to report independently to superior
United States military authorities; and

‘‘(ii) to decline to comply with orders
judged by the commander to be illegal or be-
yond the mandate of the mission to which
the United States agreed with the United
Nations, until such time as that commander
receives direction from superior United
States military authorities with respect to
the orders that the commander has declined
to comply with.

‘‘(I) The extent to which the United States
will retain the authority to withdraw any
element of the armed forces from the pro-
posed operation at any time and to take any
action it considers necessary to protect
those forces if they are engaged.

‘‘(J) The extent to which United States
forces involved will be required to wear as
part of their uniform any badge, symbol, hel-
met, headgear, or other visible indicia or in-
signia that indicates affiliation to or with
the United Nations.

‘‘(K) The anticipated monthly incremental
cost to the United States of participation in
the United Nations operation by the United
States forces which are proposed to be placed
under United Nations operational or tactical
control.

‘‘(e) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORT.—A report
under subsection (d) shall be submitted in
unclassified form and, if necessary, in classi-
fied form.

‘‘(f) UNITED NATIONS OPERATIONAL OR TAC-
TICAL CONTROL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, an element of the Armed Forces shall
be considered to be placed under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control if—

‘‘(1) that element is under the operational
or tactical control of an individual acting on
behalf of the United Nations for the purpose
of international peacekeeping, peacemaking,
peace-enforcing, or similar activity that is
authorized by the Security Council under
chapter VI or VII of the Charter of the Unit-
ed Nations; and

‘‘(2) the senior military commander of the
United Nations force or operation is a for-
eign national or is a citizen of the United
States who is not a United States military
officer serving on active duty.

‘‘(g) INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion may be construed—

‘‘(1) as authority for the President to use
any element of the armed forces in any oper-
ation; and

‘‘(2) as authority for the President to place
any element of the armed forces under the
command or operational control of a foreign
national.’’.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
subchapter I of such chapter is amended by
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘405. Placement of United States forces
under United Nations oper-
ational or tactical control: lim-
itation.’’.

(b) EXCEPTION FOR ONGOING OPERATIONS IN
MACEDONIA AND CROATIA.—Section 405 of
title 10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), does not apply in the case of ac-
tivities of the Armed Forces as part of the
United Nations force designated as the Unit-
ed Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR)
that are carried out—

(1) in Macedonia pursuant to United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 795, adopt-
ed December 11, 1992, and subsequent reau-
thorization Resolutions; or

(2) in Croatia pursuant to United Nations
Security Council Resolution 743, adopted
February 21, 1992, and subsequent reauthor-
ization Resolutions.
SEC. 4. REQUIREMENT TO ENSURE THAT ALL

MEMBERS KNOW MISSION AND
CHAIN OF COMMAND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 37 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 656. Members required to be informed of

mission and chain of command
‘‘The commander of any unit of the armed

forces assigned to an operation shall ensure
that each member of such unit is fully in-
formed of that unit’s mission as part of such
operation and of that member’s chain of
command.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:
‘‘656. Members required to be informed of

mission and chain of com-
mand.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment
shall be in order except those printed
in House Report 104–774, which may be
considered only in the order specified,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the ques-
tion.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on an amendment, and
reduce to 5 minutes the minimum time
for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening busi-
ness, provided that the minimum time
for electronic voting on the first in any
series of questions shall be 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPENCE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE:
Page 3, after line 18, insert the following

new paragraph (and redesignate the succeed-
ing paragraphs accordingly):

(1) the President should fully comply with
all applicable provisions of law governing
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the deployment of the Armed Forces of the
United States to United Nations peacekeep-
ing operations;

Page 10, line 19, strike out ‘‘and’’.
Page 10, line 22, strike out the period, close

quotation marks, and period at the end and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘; or’’.

Page 10, after line 22, insert the following:
‘‘(3) as superseding, negating, or otherwise

affecting the requirements of section 6 of the
United Nations Participation Act of 1945 (22
U.S.C. 287d).’’.

Page 11, beginning on line 4, strike out ‘‘as
part of the United Nations force designated
as the United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFOR)’’.

Page 11, line 8, insert after ‘‘Macedonia’’
the following: ‘‘as part of the United Nations
force designated as the United Nations Pre-
ventive Deployment Force (UNPREDEP)’’.

Page 11, line 10, insert after ‘‘1992,’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘and Resolution 983, adopted March
31, 1995,’’.

Page 11, line 12, insert after ‘‘Croatia’’ the
following: ‘‘as part of the United Nations
force designated as the United Nations Tran-
sitional Administration for Eastern
Slavonia, Baranja, and Western Sirmium
(UNTAES)’’.

Page 11, beginning on line 13, strike out
‘‘Resolution 743, adopted February 21, 1992,’’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘Resolution 1037,
adopted January 15, 1996,’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] and a
Member opposed each will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is a technical and clarify-
ing amendment that should be non-
controversial. The amendment does
three things. First, it adds a new find-
ing stating that the President should
fully comply with all applicable laws
when deploying United States forces to
participate in United Nations peace-
keeping operations. This is a useful
clarification to ensure there is no am-
biguity on the relationship between
this legislation and other applicable
statutes governing the participation of
United States forces in United Nations
operations.

The second component of the amend-
ment would specifically clarify that
this bill in no way supersedes, negates
or otherwise affects the United Nations
Participation Act.

Finally, the bill makes minor con-
forming changes and updated ref-
erences to a number of United Nations
Security Council resolutions that have
changed since this bill was introduced.

Again, I believe all of these things
are useful and necessary minor
changes, and I urge my colleagues to
support the amendment.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we do not rise in oppo-
sition to the amendment and there is
no organized opposition, so that 5 min-
utes is not useful. I would simply con-
cur in the explanation of the amend-
ment offered by my distinguished col-
league from South Carolina, Mr.
SPENCE.

The amendment provides that the
President must act consistent with
United Nations Participation Act, sim-
ply stating that the President must act
consistent with appropriate laws. In
this gentleman’s humble opinion, that
is noncontroversial, and I would echo
the sentiments of my colleagues, that
it is, A, noncontroversial and, B, that
it is, in part, technical.

I would urge my colleagues to adopt
the amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to rise to thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE]. The problems have been
corrected by this manager’s amend-
ment, which was the primary reason I
was the lone vote against this bill in
committee.

I am very appreciative of the assist-
ance of Chairman SPENCE in making
this bill a very much better bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
want to quickly clarify my position.

If the President puts our sons and
daughters in harm’s way and under the
United Nations control, he must get
congressional authorization. Chairman
SPENCE’s manager’s amendment does
clarify that and makes it a much bet-
ter bill.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
rise in opposition to the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARTLETT OF
MARYLAND

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT] and I offer an amend-
ment made in order by the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment Offered by Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland: At the end of the bill, add the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON REQUIREMENT FOR

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES
TO WEAR UNIFORM ITEMS OF THE
UNITED NATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 45 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 777. Insignia of United Nations: prohibition

on requirement for wearing
‘‘No member of the armed forces may be

required to wear as part of the uniform any

badge, symbol, helmet, headgear, or other
visible indicia or insignia which indicates (or
tends to indicate) any allegiance or affili-
ation to or with the United Nations except in
a case in which the wearing of such badge,
symbol, helmet, headgear, indicia, or insig-
nia is specifically authorized by law with re-
spect to a particular United Nations oper-
ation.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:
‘‘777. Insignia of United Nations: prohibition

on requirement for wearing.’’.
Page 9, strike out lines 11 through 16.
Page 9, line 17, strike out ‘‘(K)’’ and insert

in lieu thereof ‘‘(J)’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] and a Mem-
ber opposed, each will control 20 min-
utes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] will be
recognized for 20 minutes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT].

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT], a coauthor of the amend-
ment, be allowed to control half of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Maryland?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will control
10 minutes of the time in support of
this amendment.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
BARTLETT] is recognized.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
offer today is very simple. It will pro-
hibit any member of the Armed Forces
from being forced to wear any badge,
symbol, helmet, head gear, or other
visible insignia which indicates alle-
giance or affiliation to the United Na-
tions unless specifically authorized by
Congress.

The centerpiece of my amendment is
our soldiers’ status. Many of our mili-
tary personnel believe that when they
don their battle dress uniforms with
accoutrements from the United Na-
tions, they become U.N. soldiers. In-
deed, in some cases they are placed
under the operational control of a U.N.
commander who has not taken an oath
to defend the Constitution, but has
rather taken an exclusive oath of alle-
giance to the United Nations.

The concern of our men and women
of the Armed Forces is corroborated by
Vice President AL GORE who, during a
funeral for the soldiers who died in a
friendly fire accident over Iraq, in an
attempt to console the families, said
the following, and I quote: ‘‘I offer my
condolences to the families of those
who died in the service of the United
Nations,’’ end quote.
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Clearly, in at least the Vice Presi-

dent’s mind, our soldiers were fighting
as U.N. soldiers. We must never allow
this to happen again.

Second, one brave U.S. Army medic,
Specialist Michael New, had the cour-
age to challenge the President’s policy
of requiring our troops to wear the uni-
form of the United Nations. It is impor-
tant to remember that Michael New
was not anti-U.N. He served with dis-
tinction in other U.N. operations, spe-
cifically, in Kuwait. However, in that
operation Specialist New was required
to wear the uniform of the United
States, not the U.N. insignia.

b 1215

When Michael New was ordered to go
to Macedonia as part of Operation Able
Sentry, he was told he would be re-
quired to wear the blue beret and sol-
dier patch of the United Nations. Be-
lieving that he had no allegiance to the
United Nations, he questioned the au-
thority of this order. For his faithful-
ness to the United States, Michael New
was court-martialed and given a bad
conduct discharge which will follow
him for the rest of his life.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer
today will not affect Michael New or
his case. However, it will prevent this
situation from ever happening again.
Our servicemen and women must al-
ways fight as U.S. soldiers and must
never be asked to choose allegiances
between the United States and the
United Nations.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to join forces
with the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT] on this amendment. I
believe that this has come to light in
the case of Michael New. I believe it
does pose some significant military
questions that must be answered and
resolved, and I believe the case for such
resolution rests in the Congress of the
United States.

Some people say there is micro-
management here. I do not quite be-
lieve that. I think everybody agrees
that our military personnel must fol-
low orders. There must be a chain of
command and a disciplinary structure
which ensures the operational integ-
rity of their missions, and the struc-
ture of their management and com-
mand.

However, this has gone on maybe a
little far with the case of Michael New,
sent over to do peacekeeping work in
Macedonia. Sometimes I question all
this peacekeeping. I think we need a
little peacekeeping at our borders and
some of our cities, but that is not the
point. Michael New went along with
the program, but had a serious ques-
tion of wearing insignia, patches, and
berets, that signified the U.N. oper-
ation.

As you know, Michael New was
court-martialed. All of the legal activi-

ties have been contrary to the wishes
certainly of the Michael New legal di-
lemma. Michael New has lost almost
every single legal skirmish he has had
over the issue. But I want to say here
on the House floor today that Michael
New presents to the Congress a legiti-
mate concern about how far we have
gone beyond some practicality here.

What did Michael New say? He is not
covered by this decision. He says, ‘‘I
will go, I will serve my country, but
I’m only going to wear that uniform of
the United States of America.’’

I think Michael New in his defeat has
offered Congress an opportunity to re-
flect upon themselves and put some
sanity back into this whole operation
of so-called peacekeeping. We do not
send soldiers over with guns because of
all these humanitarian concerns. They
are there because they are in imminent
danger.

I firmly believe that this amendment
is very strict and straightforward. It
would remove section (J) from this bill,
and it would say that when our troops
are dispatched on official business, in
harm’s way, they will wear an Amer-
ican, United States of America, uni-
form, and they will wear only that uni-
form because the Congress today said
so. If there is a compelling reason for
that to be waived, the Congress of the
United States shall approve that deci-
sion.

I am one that believes the Congress
has allowed too much authority to the
White House. This is not a slap at
President Clinton. This is taking a
look at the operations of Congress and
what the Constitution sets out for us.
Congress declares war, Congress sets
the parameters by which we operate,
and Congress instructs. Within that
charge, the Commander in Chief runs
the operation, never deploys those
troops without our approval, never en-
gages in harm’s way without our ap-
proval and, by God, I think we should
repeal the War Powers Act where a
President could take a unilateral ac-
tion and give us the courtesy of some
conference.

So I think the Michael New case
burns at Congress, and it should. I
think Michael New, twice-decorated
veteran, was certainly not insubordi-
nate to his country, and I think he un-
derscores the fact that when our young
men and women walk into that recruit-
ing office and they take the oath, they
take it to the Untied States of Amer-
ica, not to the United Nations.

I will say one last thing about the
United Nations. Congress should be in-
vestigating that sinkhole of patronage.
There is more patronage and corrup-
tion at the United Nations than there
would be in most of the scarred politi-
cal processes that we discussed in our
legendary history.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I support
the amendment. I am hoping the Con-
gress would support the amendment. It
is not an attempt to in fact microman-
age. It is an attempt to right a wrong.
It is an attempt to stand up for those

soldiers and troops that say ‘‘I’m put-
ting my life on the line, but by God I
will wear our uniform,’’ and, finally, I
think it is time to take a look at the
Constitution. The Constitution is quite
clear, if we want to take broad inter-
pretation and analysis, ‘‘No person
holding any office of profit or trust
shall, without the consent of Congress,
accept any present, emolument, office
or title of any kind whatsoever, from
any kind prince or foreign state.’’

We can provide and participate in all
these U.N. activities but, by God, we
could wear our uniform. The world
knows it, they understand it, and they
respect it a hell of a lot more than that
beret.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
again advise our guests that manifesta-
tions of support or opposition are not
permitted from the gallery.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment
is all about is that it prohibits U.S.
forces from wearing U.N. insignia with-
out congressional authorization. We
can rap, get emotional, and hit bumper
strip accords to gain applause from the
gallery. Easy to do. I know how to do
it. I have done it for 30 years. Easy to
do. What is not easy is to confront the
issue on substantive grounds and ad-
dress the issue in significant terms, not
for applause but for what is important,
the reality of what we are dealing with.

Some have said, ‘‘We don’t want to
pledge allegiance to the United Na-
tions.’’

This is not about pledging allegiance
to anyone. That is a copout. That is a
game. I challenge any Member who
makes that statement to prove it. But
uninformed, unelightened public opin-
ion will applaud that comment, be-
cause it is rooted in ignorance. It is
rooted in fallacious ideas. Where are
we asking any American troop? I
served in the U.S. Marine Corps. No-
body asked me to pledge allegiance to
the United Nations.

What this is about is wearing insig-
nia. When I was in the Marine Corps, if
I violated a lawful order, I was court-
martialed. Anyone in this room who
served in the military knows that.

My distinguished colleague from
Ohio, whom I love, talked about one
person who said, ‘‘No, I’m not going to
wear the U.N. insignia.’’ Who told him
to wear the U.N. insignia? Was it
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who you keep
raising as this big bogeyman on the
floor, again to gain uninformed,
unenlightened emotional applause.

No, it was an American military offi-
cer that said, ‘‘We will wear these uni-
forms.’’ No foreign government. No
U.N. American.

I say to my colleague and all Mem-
bers in this Chamber, the day that you
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open the door and say a military per-
son has a right to violate a direct law-
ful order, forget about it. Forget about
it.

What are you saying to yourselves?
What are we saying to our people?
What are we saying to our children
when we make this comment? No, you
can only abide by the laws that you
agree with? Is that the society we are
talking about? There are a whole lot of
people out there that take that posi-
tion. We call them criminals.

Military, that is a whole other kind
of world out there when we start talk-
ing about violating a direct lawful
order. Why do people wear insignias?
One, is to make sure that we all know
who is on the same team. When you are
dealing with a variety of different
countries with different uniforms,
there needs to be something there that
says, ‘‘Hey, we’re all in this together,
different colors, different languages.’’

Mr. Chairman, the Judge Advocate
General of the Army has said, and I
quote, ‘‘Soldiers have a duty to obey
lawful orders. To allow soldiers the
right to pick and choose which lawful
orders they want to obey would, with-
out question, utterly destroy good
order and discipline in the ranks.’’

How many times have my colleagues
here talked about good order and dis-
cipline?

Congress, Mr. Chairman, should not
interfere with the U.S. military’s abil-
ity to set rules and regulations which
enhance military discipline and protect
soldiers’ lives.

This is not about a campaign slogan.
This is not about applause. This is
about saving people’s lives.

For this reason, the Veterans of For-
eign Wars, the people who went out
there and put their lives on the line,
whether we agreed or disagreed with
why they were out there, they were out
there because the country made that
decision. While opposed to placing U.S.
troops in operations exclusively under
U.N. command, and they have taken
that position, on this particular
amendment, on this issue, has stated
that it cannot condone Specialist
New’s action in refusing a direct and
lawful order. My colleagues postulate
an amendment based on a violation of
a lawful order.

Col. Harry Summers, a highly deco-
rated retired U.S. Army Colonel and a
nationally syndicated columnist called
Specialist New’s conviction ‘‘necessary
and proper,’’ and he noted, ‘‘Conscience
is a slippery slope indeed, for if soldiers
obey the dictates of their conscience
and refuse to obey the orders of their
military and civilian superiors, democ-
racy itself is imperiled.’’

I believe in conscience, and I support
people who conscientiously stand up
and say, ‘‘I choose not to wage war.’’ I
believe in that. Or people who say, ‘‘I
conscientiously choose not to want kill
another human being.’’ I believe in
that.

Once you are there and start playing
this game, you are going down a very
slippery slope.

Understand, Mr. Chairman, what is
being said here beyond the applause.
This endangers U.S. military safety.
Why am I saying that? Wearing com-
mon identifying insignia is a proven—
not hypothetical, not experimental—
proven way for individual members of
military units to enhance their own
safety and prevent potentially deadly
confusion in the field. It can also pro-
tect one from friendly fire. Everybody
knows who is on the same team, Mr.
Chairman.

This is a especially important when
units from different nations wearing
different basic uniforms are serving to-
gether in an operation. Restricting the
use of such insignia and markings
could contribute to increased casual-
ties for American personnel serving in
these operations.

If we want to debate whether they
ought to be in the operations, we can
agree or disagree on that. I believe that
the body politic ought to allow for hon-
est debate on issues. We can discuss
whether they ought to be there or not.
I have got my point of view. You have
yours. But once they are there, this is
about the safety of the very lives that
you all stand up and talk about revers-
ing so much.
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Further, a recently adopted inter-
national convention provides impor-
tant legal protections to U.N. peace-
keepers and can bring enforcement ac-
tions against those who attack them.
These protections are available only to
personnel who have clearly identified
themselves as U.N. peacekeepers by the
use of standard insignia. U.S. personnel
could be deprived of equal inter-
national legal status merely for want
of a U.N. patch. Something very bi-
zarre, Mr. Chairman, and extreme
about that.

U.S. courts have consistently upheld
the right of the military to establish
rules and regulations which contribute
to military discipline. Hopefully, at
the end of the day the larger objective,
the safety of our American military
forces. I keep repeating, it is about life.
It is not about somebody’s election. It
is not about some uninformed,
unenlightened emotional applause. It is
about looking at the substantive issue
here.

We can throw in the little code
words, but this is about the insignia.
We ought to stay focused on what the
debate is. If you want to debate war
powers, I am with you. You want to
challenge Presidents who talk about
taking troops unilaterally, I am with
you. This is about putting on an insig-
nia that I believe is dangerous.

Goldman versus Weinberger, 1986,
states that to accomplish its mission
the military must foster instinctive
obedience, unity, commitment and es-
prit de corps. The military need not en-
courage debate or tolerate protest to
the extent such tolerance is required
by the civilian state under the first
amendment.

Brown versus Glines, 1980, states that
military personnel must be ready to
perform their duty whenever the occa-
sion arises, to ensure that they are al-
ways capable of performing their mis-
sion promptly and reliably. The mili-
tary services must insist upon ‘‘a re-
spect for duty and a discipline without
counterpart in civilian life.’’

The courts have ruled on this. So we
offer an amendment because one person
says, I do not want to wear this U.N.
insignia in the military. This is viola-
tion of a lawful order of an American
commander. Anybody that says that
that is wrong, stand up, prove it to me
now. You cannot. The man was given a
lawful order by an American person,
American military person. Now, if you
can violate that, then what other laws
can somebody slip by? I want to paint
a swastika on some black guy’s bar-
racks. Hey, it is cool. You can do this.
We offer an amendment to say it is fine
to do that. We would not. There is no
one here that would have the audacity.
I respect everyone in this Chamber
that no one would come to that level of
absurdity. You are close to it here. You
are close to it here.

So one guy says you can wear a patch
but do not wear the head gear. Now we
are getting to a level of nuance that is
almost comical.

Mr. Chairman, I would conclude by
saying I think this is a terrible amend-
ment. It should never have come this
far. I believe in my heart of hearts, I
believe to a moral certainty that there
are Members in this Chamber who
know how bizarre this amendment is,
who have served in the military, who
understand what insignia is really all
about and understand what safety is
really all about. And in their guts they
know whether they will stand up on
the floor and talk about it is another
matter, whether they will vote appro-
priately is another matter, but they
know what command and control is.
They know what good order and dis-
cipline is, and they know what viola-
tion of a lawful order is all about.

This is not about allegiance. This is
about an insignia that keeps good
order, good discipline, and safety
among the troops. If we could come
back to that, this amendment would
disappear.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not, this
amendment is not about Michael New,
and that is something of a distraction.
But since he has been brought into it,
I would simply say that he and all of
our other military personnel have been
told not to obey an unlawful order.
Whether or not this is a lawful order is
now being tested in the courts. The
courts will decide whether or not it
was a lawful order.

Second, none of our troops can be
sent on a U.N. mission without the
permission of the Congress, because the
U.N. Participation Act says that chap-
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ter 7, they have all been chapter 7, the
Congress must give permission. If they
get permission to deploy the troops,
they can give permission to wear the
insignia if that is necessary.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if
I could have the attention of my friend,
the gentleman from California, Mr.
RON DELLUMS, and he knows where I
come from, I would like to explain to
you why that for many of us this is
very, very important.

First of all, I agree with the gen-
tleman; I would not disobey a lawful
order that was given to me, even
though I disagreed with it. There is a
chain of command in the military and
a proper procedure that you should fol-
low through.

I would also say that in my young
years, I also made a lot of mistakes,
and Michael New and others, I think, I
do not think it was necessarily a mis-
take. I think that is what we are trying
to alleviate here in this particular
case, where we do not put our young
men and young women in this situa-
tion. I talked about Somalia a minute
ago, but I would be remiss unless I
talked about Lebanon under a Repub-
lican administration. I am not talking
either one here. Then also in Bosnia,
where I think it is important that the
President knows. There is another case
in which helicopters were shot down in
a free fly zone. The U.N. controlled it.
The AWACS was not notified. The F–
15’s were not notified. We lost two heli-
copters. Under those circumstances, I
think if this body let us, our people
know that they are under U.N. control,
then that is fine. All we are trying to
do is alleviate that particular situa-
tion.

I do not need a U.N. patch to let me
know, no more than my friend that
served in the Marine Corps knows or I
have no doubt that there is anyone
that when we serve with a foreign
country that the U.S. Marine Corps
uniform, the U.S. Navy, Air Force,
whatever it happens to be, who we rep-
resent. All we are saying is that to
wear that patch, it should require this
body, who also agrees to allow them to
serve under the United Nations.

What causes one to pick up a flag on
the battlefield or charge a hill, it is
pride. We have a lot of pride in our U.S.
military.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today to oppose this
amendment in the strongest possible
terms. I certainly want to associate
myself with the comments of our rank-
ing member. I thought he was elegant
in performing really the task here of
explaining why it is so important that
we shut down this amendment.

We cannot be selective and arbitrary
in enforcement of military orders. I re-

member in my first military assign-
ment, I looked around and it was inter-
esting, we all had the same uniform on.
In that process, we all transformed
ourselves into a team. It made us bet-
ter. Not only that, but it identified us
from all of the other individuals in
other units throughout that area.

Each new assignment I took I put on
a new insignia. I put on a new insignia
and identified myself with a new team.
That new team than took on a new rel-
evance to my life and to all of those
around, and all the other military or-
ganizations throughout the world knew
who we were.

Mr. Chairman, to prohibit U.S. forces
from wearing the U.S. identification
marks on their person while serving in
authorized U.N. operations is wrong-
headed and dangerously unsafe.

Incidentally, why do we hate the
United Nations so much? Why? With
the United Nations and NATO, we have
preserved peace on the planet for all
practical purposes for the last 40 years.
Where is the failure of the United Na-
tions? It is not a failure.

Yes, there are problems in the United
Nations. We do not have to endorse ev-
erything they do. But in the overall,
they have been very successful.

Has everyone forgotten here, inciden-
tally, the extreme difficulty we have
had in identifying friend and foe in
military operations? Anybody here in
the military?

Have we forgotten, too, the multiple
sets of friendly fire that we have had in
our own military experiences on the
battlefield because we could not iden-
tify our own people? Now we are going
to say we are going to invite ourselves
into a United Nations operation with-
out identifying ourselves to the Paki-
stanis, to the French, to whomever else
we are with. How is it that they are
going to identify us? This is going to
make us a target. Not only is it going
to make us a target from the foe, it is
going to make us a target of our
friends. It makes no sense.

Finally, this amendment establishes
the most outrageous congressional
micromanagement of military activi-
ties I have ever witnessed. This is a
precedent that we will come to regret
deeply in the months and years ahead.
It is not too late, it is not too late to
avoid this mistake. Just vote no on
this outrageous amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes and 30 seconds.

I think the statement by Mr. DEL-
LUMS was not only eloquent but very
intelligent. I do take some exception to
it, though.

I think with WTO, GATT, United Na-
tions, trilateral commissions, council
of foreign relations, I think we are get-
ting a little diluted on allegiance
around here. I might be seen as a na-
tionalist and some people call me an
isolationist, but by God I am Amer-
ican. That is where my allegiance is.

I wanted to say this to the chairman,
did Rosa Parks stand up against what
was considered a lawful order in Mont-

gomery? Yes, it was a civilian for sure.
But Rosa Parks felt it was wrong. She
was willing to bear the burden. She was
willing to endure wrath, maybe be shot
and killed, but she believed in the Con-
stitution. Rosa Parks was being treat-
ed unconstitutionally.

Michael New went to his command-
ers, yes, it is about New. But one
American has changed the tide of his-
tory many times. Rosa Parks, Martin
Luther King, maybe Michael New, be-
cause the only recourse is here in Con-
gress. What did Michael New say? He
went to his commander and said, I will
do it, show me the constitutionality of
it. Show me, because I do not want to
do it, but show me.

For lack of an answer, it is recorded
and I want it quoted on the House floor
here today, the commander’s answer
was, take this as an answer, it looks
fabulous. It looks fabulous.

Yes, Michael New violated an order.
He suffered great pains for it. But that,
in a microcosm, has brought the issue
to the final resolver of issues, the peo-
ple, the Congress of the United States.
And I think, yes, this will tone down
some of this madness of dilution of al-
legiance. I think it is there. I think the
Congress should address it.

In the little bit of time I have left,
let me say this, we can talk about all
these substantive issues, but it was in-
dividual Americans who took issue. It
was those individual Americans, the
Rosa Parks who stood there and said,
by God, I do not know what Constitu-
tion you are interpreting but I inter-
pret it differently.

b 1245

Mr. Chairman, that is what Michael
New said, and we have come down to
the Constitution on military activity. I
do not think the Constitution even ap-
plies anymore. We have surrendered it.

So let us stay focused on it. There is
no one here that is trying to make any
political statements. I think it is a via-
ble issue; let us stay on that issue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
as good a debate as we have had on this
House floor in a long, long time, but it
is because of the quality of intellectual
potency of the two gentlemen on this
side of the aisle and some over here.
But the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] beat me to the punch about
a letter from a Birmingham jail. What
civil disobedience is all about, whether
it is Jesus or Gandhi or Reverend Mar-
tin Luther King, is a measured re-
sponse to a law one thinks is illegal
and taking the consequences.

I picked up the telephone, as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel of the Committee
on National Security, and called Mi-
chael New in Germany a year ago, be-
fore all of this started, and I advised
him to obey an order, even if he
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thought it was unlawful. I had just
come back from Macedonia.

I have to correct something I said
earlier. We were repainting all our
Blackhawk helicopters pure white. The
men called them white hawks. I flew on
one. It made me a little uncomfortable.
They could tell what they were, but up
in Bosnia they were taking Dutch and
Ukranian U.N. forces, stripping them
of their blue braids, taking their shoes
off and taking their weapons away
from them and chaining them to minor
little tactical targets. That is how
much respect some people in that God
forsaken place had for U.N. personnel.

But I said to Michael New, ‘‘Obey
this order. Macedonia is fascinating.’’ I
did not say he would look fabulous. I
said, ‘‘I know what you mean. I know
how important headgear is and certain
regalia,’’ and, as the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. PETERSON] said, ‘‘Yes, in-
signias that identify you with a small
or tactical team. Ask our Green Berets
how they feel about their green beret.’’

He said, Congressman, in all due re-
spect I cannot put on that foreign rega-
lia. I took an oath to defend the U.S.
Constitution and wear its uniform.

I said, ‘‘Are you married?’’
He said, ‘‘No.’’
I said, ‘‘Are your parents behind

you?’’
He said, ‘‘Yes sir.’’
I said, ‘‘You’re walking into a mine

field. They’re going to come down on
you with a court marshal hammer.’’

He said, ‘‘Sir, I’m ready to take my
medicine.’’

I said, ‘‘Well, we may readdress this
sometime in the Congress, but I can’t
back you up through the court mar-
shal, but I do think the order you’ve
been given is illegal.’’

Now I think it is unlawful. I think he
stood up against an unlawful order, and
it is for us, and I will take an hour spe-
cial order tonight to go into this in
more detail to eventually correct what
happened to him.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Let me go very quickly, first, to the
constitutional question raised by the
gentleman from Ohio.

If we interpret an insignia as an
emolument or a title, then the gentle-
man’s argument about the Constitu-
tion would be relevant and would make
sense. I do not think an insignia is a
bestowing of title or providing an
emolument. It is simply what it is,
marking an insignia.

Second, both of my colleagues have
raised the issue of protest and raised
Rosa Parks for various obvious rea-
sons. I am an African American here,
but I do not shirk from that. There are
points at which protest in this gentle-
man’s opinion not only make sense but
that laws ought to be changed in order
to address the issues being raised by
the protest. But there are certainly
some issues raised by some protest
that should not require change in law.
I believe this is one of them, and I
stand resolute on that point.

Third, we are now talking about the
final point and come to it, gentlemen
from California, Ohio. In the military,
my colleagues are talking about a unit
of people. Now remember there are
many of my colleagues in here who op-
posed gays in the military, as bizarre
as that position is. Why did they do it?
Because they think that it violates
unit cohesion.

Now military force is unit cohesion,
and when somebody says I am not
going to obey, we have got the life and
safety of everyone around them de-
pending on that level of cohesion. Why
can you not see that this is also a safe-
ty issue beyond politics?

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH] who is an original cospon-
sor of this amendment.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to also
clear up some things. This amendment
again is not about Michael New, but he
certainly initiated the discussion, he is
a brave young man, and I just wanted
it clear in the RECORD that in Michael
New’s trial the judge took judicial no-
tice that this was a lawful order, and
they were never able to debate the fact
that this was not a lawful order.

Michael New took 3 months to make
his final decision. He studied, he con-
sulted with everyone from his com-
manders clear up to the Congress. He
was very precise and his thinking pat-
tern was very deliberate.

Congress determines what the regula-
tions for the uniforms should be, and
this was not a lawful order that was
given to Michael New, and his oath
says I will obey lawful orders. The uni-
form is very, very, very important to
the military, as we heard from the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM]. If we doubt that, ask Ad-
miral Boorda. Well, we cannot now, but
the uniform was very, very important
to that man, and we saw the outcome
of that.

This amendment is a good amend-
ment and makes good policy and good
sense for the Congress. The men and
women in the Armed Forces did not
take an oath to Boutros Boutros-Ghali,
nor to wear the U.N. baby blue. That
was not their oath.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. BARTLETT] that he has 11⁄2 minutes
remaining and the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] has the right
to close.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
might I inquire how much time exists
on all sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT] has 11⁄2
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] has 21⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that 1 of my
minutes be given to the gentleman
from Maryland for him to yield as he
sees fit.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I ap-

preciate that very much and yield that
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
California [Mrs. SEASTRAND].

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this amend-
ment. Never in the history of the Unit-
ed Nations have so many troops been
committed to so many costly and di-
verse missions. Nowadays the United
Nations muscle, its blue-helmeted sol-
diers, seem to be everywhere. The Unit-
ed States alone has contributed over
48,000 personnel to U.N. missions
around the globe, and as has been stat-
ed today, regrettably the United States
has undertaken the practice of placing
our U.S. military personnel under the
operational control of the United Na-
tions and its commanders.

But, Mr. Chairman, I just would like
to remind everyone that our men and
women in the Armed Forces have
taken an oath to defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States, not the U.N.,
and if our men and women in the
armed services are willing to risk their
lives serving this country, they have
the right to serve under U.S. command
wearing a U.S. uniform.

We must also remember that our
Armed Forces do serve the blue, but I
will tell my colleagues it is the red,
white and blue of our Nation’s flag and
not the blue of the United Nations.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 11⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Safety is a two-
edged sword. I do not think there is
anything wrong with an insignia. But I
think that should be an American in-
signia, that the world should know
that if they shoot one of those soldiers,
by God, they are not shooting some-
body from the U.N. peacekeeping force,
they are shooting an American, and
there is nothing here that says we can-
not put an insignia on peacekeepng ac-
tivities.

But I think what is here deals with
the individual plight of an American
that felt he was wronged and it should
be righted, and it has come to the place
of final decision. Where should Michael
New go? To Knesset? Should he go to
the Diet? Should he go to some par-
liament? Michael New took the fall.
He, like Rosa Parks and others in our
history, took a stand. Now we have got
to make a decision.

I know exactly how I feel. Damn it,
create an American insignia that lets
the world know:

‘‘When you shoot this soldier, by
God, you are shooting and American,
and don’t do it because the Congress of
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the United States will come after you
with a Commander in Chief.’’

I think it is time this whole delusion
of allegiance be addressed. I think we
are, often, too many damn allegiances
around here.

What we are saying today is:
‘‘You put that insignia on, make an

American insignia. Someone shoots
one of our people, they’re just not
shooting at some U.N. peacekeeping
force, because I will tell you what.
Peacekeepers don’t wear guns.’’

I am hoping we pass this amendment.
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Maryland is recognized for 11⁄2
minutes.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, relative to the issue of alle-
giance, I would just like to say it is my
understanding that all of the com-
manders in Macedonia take an exclu-
sive oath of allegiance to the United
Nations.

I would like to say to my friends on
the other side of the aisle that this is
not an issue of safety or identification.
Our troops have performed spectacu-
larly in past U.N. operations in which
they wore the standard U.S. uniform. I
think everybody recognizes a U.S. sol-
dier.

Second, a bright baby blue cap and
shoulder pads do not make our troops
any safer. I believe this is equivalent to
when we removed the brass from our
officers’ battle dress uniforms. How-
ever, if the administration determines
it is absolutely necessary for our
troops to wear some kind of additional
identification, Congress has the power
to authorize such wear. Although the
Clinton administration has chosen to
ignore U.S. law, all U.N. peacekeeping
operations that are mandated under
chapter 7 of the U.N. charter must re-
ceive prior congressional approval be-
fore such a deployment. Therefore,
there is ample opportunity for Con-
gress to authorize the wear of such
identification symbols if they are need-
ed and requested.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
about what our military is; it is about
what our military stands for and what
our soldiers’ allegiances are. If my col-
leagues oppose this amendment and do
not believe that things we attach to a
uniform are significant enough to war-
rant this debate, I ask them to remem-
ber for a moment the tragic case of
Adm. Jerry Boorda. Uniforms are sym-
bols of what we are. They represent our
values and our culture.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Bartlett-Chenoweth-Traficant amend-
ment.

Mr. DELLUMS. To close debate, Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, insig-
nias are important. Uniforms are im-
portant. All of us who have served un-
derstand that. This amendment is im-
portant too. I believe, however, it is a

politically inspired and arbitrary
amendment. It is, if one thinks about
it, it is at the bottom a political end
run around the jurisdiction and author-
ity of our military commanders who
say to those within their charge:

Wear this particular color helmet or
headgear or insignia, not only for the
purpose of showing friendship to your
comrades from another nation who
fight besides you to protect freedom
around the world, but for your own
safety as well.

This Congress would say those com-
manders are wrong, we politicians, in
the safety of this House, know better.

b 1300

Mr. Chairman, I have a feeling this is
about more than just one soldier who
does not know how to obey orders. I
think it is about multinational mili-
tary missions, or, as the gentleman
from Ohio refers to them, too damned
many allegiances.

In this century alone, the United
States military has taken part in 15
multinational military missions, from
the 2,000 soldiers and marines in the
British-led 8-nation force in 1900 re-
sponding to the Boxer Rebellion in
China through the 2 million U.S. sol-
diers in World War I under the armed
allied command of French Marshall
Ferdinand Foch to the most well-
known, widespread, and successful
military venture in history, the Allied
operations of World War II in Europe.
The United States and United King-
dom’s commands were interlayered,
and United States units were often sub-
ordinated to the British commanders
numerous times, including in Italy, in
Normandy, and the China-Burma-In-
dian theater. Those experiences made
the U.S. military a strong proponent of
coalition warfare and a world leader
besides.

The point to keep in mind here is the
purpose of multinational efforts is to
create a military advantage for our
people, to create the safety for our
Armed Forces. Never has any U.S.
President, including, of course, this
one, who ordered a multinational ar-
rangement, never for a second has one
of those Presidents lost direct control.

It is for the Armed Forces of the
United States to follow the commands
of the Commander in Chief, to follow
the commands of their military com-
mander. Do not let one soldier who
would not do that decide what the laws
of this land shall be.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support of the Bartlett amendment to
the United States Armed Forces Protection
Act, H.R. 3308. This amendment, which will
prohibit U.S. military personnel from being
forced to wear the uniform or any visible insig-
nia of the United Nations unless authorized by
Congress, was prompted by the Michael New
case.

Specialist Michael New is a two-time deco-
rated veteran. While serving in Macedonia,
Specialist New refused an order to wear the
uniform of the United Nations. Specialist New
refused to wear the U.N. uniform and insignia

because he had taken an oath to protect and
defend the U.S. Constitution from enemies for-
eign and domestic not the United Nations or
its charter. As result of Specialist Michael
New’s actions he was court martialed, con-
victed, and dishonorably discharged.

I support his decision not to wear the United
Nations’ uniform. Unfortunately, this amend-
ment comes too late for Specialist Michael
New. However, it will insure that no American
will be put in Michael New’s situation. Never
should an American soldier be forced to
choose allegiances between the United States
and the United Nations.

As to the broader issue regarding U.S. and
U.N. troops serving together, for the past few
years I have heard from many constituents
concerned about U.S. troops serving under
United Nations’ control and command. Con-
stituents back home in my district do not want
the President to put U.S. troops under the
command and control of the United Nations.
Mr. Chairman, we need to pass this amend-
ment and the underlying bill in order to ensure
that the President does not place our troops in
harms way in U.N. uniforms under U.N. con-
trol.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I
support both the Bartlett amendment and the
Spence amendment to H.R. 3308.

The Bartlett amendment will prohibit U.S.
military personnel from being forced to wear
the uniform or any visible insignia of the Unit-
ed Nations unless specifically authorized by
Congress. Article II, section 2 of the U.S. Con-
stitution gives the President of the United
States the sole responsibility as the Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States, and of the militia of the several
States, when called in to actual service of the
United States. Therefore, I firmly believe that
wearing any emblem from any foreign nation
or international organization is unconstitu-
tional. Currently, the bill only requires the
President to certify to Congress the extent to
which U.S. troops would be required to wear
U.N. insignia. With the adoption of the Bartlett
amendment, the President will be required to
seek congressional approval before requiring
U.S. troops to wear U.N. insignia.

In regard to the adoption of the Spence
amendment to the bill, I believe this provision
is an important change that will allow me to
support the bill. This amendment recognizes
the law and provisions within the Constitution
of the United States as ‘‘superseding, negat-
ing, or otherwise affecting the requirements of
section 6 of the United Nations Participation
Act.’’ Consequently, this provision clarifies that
the U.S. commanding authority will always su-
persede any U.N. authority and command re-
garding the participation of U.S. troops.

With the inclusion of these amendments, I
urge my colleagues to vote for this legislation
to restore America’s sovereignty from the Unit-
ed Nations.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 276, noes 130,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 404]

AYES—276

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt

Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

Whitfield
Wicker

Wise
Wolf

Young (FL)
Zimmer

NOES—130

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barrett (WI)
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clement
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner

Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kleczka
Kolbe
LaFalce
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)

Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Porter
Rangel
Reed
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—27

Chapman
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
de la Garza
Deutsch
Engel
Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren

Gibbons
Greene (UT)
Hansen
Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos
Markey
Nadler

Pomeroy
Rose
Sanford
Smith (MI)
Studds
White
Wilson
Young (AK)
Zeliff
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The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Sanford for, with Mr. Deutsch against.
Mr. Hansen for, with Mr. Nadler against.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, on
rollcall No. 404, If I had not been late arriving
for the vote I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 104–774.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: On
page 9, line 21, insert before the period the
following: ‘‘and the percentage that such
cost represents of the total anticipated
monthly incremental costs of all nations ex-
pected to participate in such operation.’’

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 517, the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], and a
Member opposed will each control 10
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

This amendment is about
burdensharing. It is a very key amend-
ment, because it basically only asks
that when the President engages in the
rest of the reporting requirements,
that they also report to the Congress
what percentage of the estimated total
cost of the mission will be picked up by
the United States.

I do not think it is any great secret
in this body that the United States al-
ways contributes way more than
troops. Although troops are our most
precious commodity, we contribute the
intelligence, we are also contributing
AWACS support, communications sup-
port, and any number of other things.
If this amendment passes, it would say
that we would have to also put in there
what the cost of that is. I think we
should get credit for that in our mis-
sions.

I must also say that having chaired
the burden-sharing panel in the 100th
Congress that so much of my col-
leagues served on, and served on with
distinction, our committee has had a
long attempt to try and figure out how
we get these numbers under control,
because as we look at our military al-
lies, they are also our trading competi-
tors. They love to kind of shift some of
the costs to us. We think, whether we
decide to do the cost shifting or not, it
ought to be open, it ought to be out
there, and the American public ought
to know about this.

Mr. Chairman, in 1988, at the request of
Chairman Aspin, I chaired the first and only
panel in Congress to look at defense
burdensharing. We looked at what our con-
tributions to international defense compared to
that of our allies, and examined the role that
international trade plays in international secu-
rity. The panel came up with several findings,
many of which hold true today. The panel’s re-
port found that:

The United States bears a substantially
higher defense burden than its allies.

Europe and Japan did not contribute to
world security proportionate with their eco-
nomic abilities. Global trading powers have
more than a regional responsibility to defense.

The United States should not pay the lion’s
share of defense.

As long as the United States shows a will-
ingness to bear a disproportionate share of
the defense burden, then our allies will allow
us to do so. If we indicate our reluctance to
pay a disproportionate share, then our allies
will assume their fair share.

Since then, Congress has taken up the
issue of burdensharing and passed important
tools. In 1994, the House implemented a for-
mula to gain increased contributions for our
troops stationed in Europe. Most recently, we
passed an amendment authored by Mr. SHAYS
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of Connecticut that would require additional
contributions from countries where U.S. mili-
tary forces are permanently stationed. The
amendment was adopted by a vote of 353 to
62.

My amendment provides a one more tool to
gauge whether the United States is paying too
much for U.N. military deployments. It would
require the President to report the percentage
of the estimated total cost that the United
States would bear. In this time of budget con-
straints, the taxpayers deserve to know how
much of the world’s security is being paid for
by the United States. Support the Schroeder
amendment.

In 1994 the United States accounted for 34
percent of the world’s military expenditures
and 61 percent of NATO’s expenses. Since
fiscal year 1992 we’ve reported spending of
over $8 billion on international peacekeeping.

Mr. Chairman, I understand from the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee that he would be willing to accept
this amendment, and I am happy to
yield at this time to the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. I know of
no objection on our side of the aisle to
it. I would like to commend her for the
amendment. It gives us additional in-
formation on the cost and cost-sharing
arrangement associated with United
Nations operations. I am prepared to
accept the amendment.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SPENCE] very, very much for
accepting the amendment, because I
really do think it is in the history of
the panel.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I just want to say this is an
appropriate amendment for the gentle-
woman to have come forward with and
get unanimously approved as she ends
her very distinguished tenure here, be-
cause she really, more than anybody
else, began to call people’s attention to
it, and we need to continue to work on
this.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot read a
study of the economic success of the ti-
gers of East Asia without learning of
the essential contribution of free
American military protection to their
economies as an element in their eco-
nomic development. Our European al-
lies continue to scale down. We are in
a situation now where we are respond-
ing as we see fit for an emergency in
the Middle East and many of our Euro-
pean allies who are the beneficiaries of
our largesse are nowhere to be found in
our support.

One of the most important mistakes
we make today, to our own misfortune,
is to continue to subsidize at the cost
of tens and tens of billions of dollars a
year the wealthy nations of Europe and
the increasingly wealthy nations of
Asia.
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This is an important reaffirmation of

that. It is appropriate that the gentle-
woman from Colorado be the one once
again to bring this to us. But we have
a lot more work to do. This is a very
good step. It will show what we know
to be the case, the enormous disparity
between what the American taxpayers
put forward and what is put forward by
nations in Europe and Asia that could
very well afford to do more.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for his
hard work in this area, too. It did not
used to be so popular.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to simply applaud the
gentlewoman from Colorado for being
the lightning rod, if you will, on this
issue years before I even entered Con-
gress.

Let me offer to say to you that many
of us as Americans will agree that the
Marshall plan was right. It, in fact, of-
fered to rebuild the infrastructure and
the opportunities for our European
neighbors and others. We thought that
was right. Americans are charitable
people. But if there is one issue that
comes to me in my townhall meetings,
it is the question of why we are spend-
ing so much money overseas on some-
one else’s military problems.

This amendment is a commonsense
approach. Obviously it will be our bur-
den to carry on your legacy in years to
come, to emphasize the importance of
maintaining the cost of money spent
by the United States at the United Na-
tions as it relates to our own defense
budget. This one that will require con-
gressional intervention and also to get
a report from the President is clearly
the right way to go. I simply want to
add my accolades and as well my com-
mitment to continue to work on this
effort with those who are already
working in order to respond to some
very good questions from my constitu-
ents and constituents around the Na-
tion. Let us be fair but let us not carry
the overburden of responding to the
needs of those around the world. Let us
keep peace, which is what the gentle-
woman is trying to do, but let us do it
in a fair and equitable manner. I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. KOLBE, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 3308) to amend title 10, United
States Code, to limit the placement of

United States forces under United Na-
tions operational or tactical control,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 517, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 299, nays
109, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 405]

YEAS—299

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Clement
Clinger

Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
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Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan

Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NAYS—109

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Cardin
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Eshoo
Evans
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Ford
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
LaFalce
Leach
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McDermott
McKinney
Meek
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moran

Morella
Oberstar
Olver
Owens
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—25

Chapman
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
Conyers
de la Garza
Deutsch

Engel
Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren
Gibbons
Hansen

Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos
Myers
Nadler

Rose
Sanford
Studds

Walker
Wilson
Young (AK)

Zeliff

b 1355

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Sanford for, with Mr. Nadler against.
Mr. Deutsch for, with Mrs. Collins of Illi-

nois against.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas and Mr.
MINGE changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. FAZIO of California and Mr.
FARR of California changed their vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3308.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 3517) ‘‘An Act mak-
ing appropriations for military con-
struction, family housing, and base re-
alignment and closure for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes.’’

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3845) ‘‘An Act making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the
revenues of said District for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3719, SMALL BUSINESS
PROGRAMS IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1996

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 516 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 516
Resolved, That at any time after the

adoption of this resolution the Speaker may,

pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare
the House resolved into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3719) to
amend the Small Business Act and Small
Business Investment Act of 1958. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
Points of order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with clause
2(l)(2)(B) of rule XI are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Small Busi-
ness now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered by title rather than by
section. The first three sections and each
title shall be considered as read. Points of
order against the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute for failure to com-
ply with clause 5(a) of rule XXI are waived.
During consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recognition on
the basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

b 1400

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. LINDER] is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 516 is an open rule provid-
ing for consideration of H.R. 3719, the
Small Business Programs Improvement
Act of 1996. This rule provides for 1
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hour of general debate divided equally
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Small Business. The rule waives points
of order against the bill and its consid-
eration for failure to comply with
clause 2(l)(2)(B) of rule 11, which re-
quires rollcall votes to be printed in
committee reports. In addition, the
rule waives points of order against the
committee amendment in the nature of
the substitute for failure to comply
with clause 5(a) of rule 21, which pro-
hibits appropriations in an authoriza-
tion measure. Mr. Speaker, this rule
continues two approaches that have
been used during the 104th Congress.
First, the rule accords priority in rec-
ognition to Members who have
preprinted their amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The rule does
not require pre-printing, but simply en-
courages Members to take advantage of
the option in order to facilitate consid-
eration of amendments on the House
floor and to inform Members of the de-
tails of pending amendments.

Second, House Resolution 516 pro-
vides that the Chairman of the Com-

mittee of the Whole may postpone re-
corded votes on any amendment and
that the Chairman may reduce voting
time on postponed questions to 5 min-
utes, provided that the vote imme-
diately follows another recorded vote
and that the voting time on the first in
a series of votes is not less than 15 min-
utes. This will provide a more definite
voting schedule for all Members and
hopefully will help guarantee the time-
ly completion of this important legis-
lation.

Finally, House Resolution 516 pro-
vides for one motion to recommit, with
or without instructions, as is the right
of the minority members of the House.
Mr. Speaker, this is a standard open
rule. The Rules Committee was in-
formed that a limited number of Mem-
bers wish to modify the bill through
the amendment process, and the rule
permits those members who have
amendments every opportunity to offer
them.

Because of our current fiscal re-
straints and the commitment of the
104th Congress to balance the budget,
the Committee on Small Business and

its Chair, JAN MEYERS, diligently
worked with the minority members of
the committee to provide the House
with some fiscally responsible improve-
ments. I want to commend JAN MEYERS
and ranking minority member JOHN
LAFALCE for a work product that will
preserve these small business lending
programs, assist entrepreneurial Amer-
icans and encourage job creation.

This Congress has already passed leg-
islation that would control the rising
costs of Federal regulations and pro-
vide needed tax relief for small busi-
nesses. This bill adds another level of
assistance to small businesses by as-
suring that these lending programs
continue to operate efficiently and
within the limits of the budget.

H.R. 3719 was favorably reported out
of the Committee on Small Business,
as was the open rule by the Rules Com-
mittee. I urge my colleagues to support
the rule so that we may proceed with
general debate and consideration of the
merits of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following material:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 5, 1996]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 82 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 39 28
Closed 4 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 18 13

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 139 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or
which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of September 5, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 665 .......................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ........................................ MO ................................... H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 668 .......................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–199; A: 227–197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ........................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ...................................... MO ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ...................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ...................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) .................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ........................ Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1215 ........................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1944 ........................ Emer. Supp. Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ....................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................ Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System ......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ........................................................................................ A: 304–118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 743 .......................... Team Act ............................................................................................................................. A: 344–66–1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court ...................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1601 ........................ Internatl. Space Station ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ........................................................................................................ A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act ................................................................................................... PQ: 231–194 A: 227–192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 235–184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) .................................. MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 109 .............

H.R. 2491 ........................
Social Security Earnings Reform .........................................................................................
Seven-Year Balanced Budget ..............................................................................................

PQ: 228–191 A: 235–185 (10/26/95).

H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban .................................................................................................. A: 237–190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) .................................. MO ................................... H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps. ....................................................................................................................... A: 241–181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................. A: 216–210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ............................................................................................................................ A: 220–200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ............................................................................................................ A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................. A: 220–185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform .................................................................................................................. A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.J. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution ..................................................................................................... A: 249–176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2606 ........................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia ......................................................................................... A: 239–181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ................................................................................................ PQ: 223–183 A: 228–184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands ............................................................................................................... PQ: 221–197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) .................................. C ...................................... H. Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President ..................................................................................................... PQ: 230–188 A: 229–189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge ............................................................................................. Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill .............................................................................................................................. PQ: 228–182 A: 244–168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 994 .......................... Small Business Growth ....................................................................................................... Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) ...................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3021 ........................ Debt Limit Increase ............................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3019 ........................ Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................................... PQ: voice vote A: 235–175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2703 ........................ Effective Death Penalty ....................................................................................................... A: 251–157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2202 ........................ Immigration ......................................................................................................................... PQ: 233–152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 165 ................... Further Cont. Approps ......................................................................................................... PQ: 234–187 A: 237–183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 125 .......................... Gun Crime Enforcement ...................................................................................................... A: 244–166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3136 ........................ Contract w/America Advancement ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–180 A: 232–177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3103 ........................ Health Coverage Affordability ............................................................................................. PQ: 229–186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 159 ................... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. ............................................................................................ PQ: 232–168 A: 234–162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 842 .......................... Truth in Budgeting Act ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/17/96).
H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2715 ........................ Paperwork Elimination Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1675 ........................ Natl. Wildlife Refuge ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 175 ................... Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2641 ........................ U.S. Marshals Service ......................................................................................................... PQ: 219–203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2149 ........................ Ocean Shipping Reform ...................................................................................................... A: 422–0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2974 ........................ Crimes Against Children & Elderly ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3120 ........................ Witness & Jury Tampering .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2406 ........................ U.S. Housing Act of 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 218–208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3322 ........................ Omnibus Civilian Science Auth ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3286 ........................ Adoption Promotion & Stability ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3230 ........................ DoD Auth. FY 1997 .............................................................................................................. A: 235–149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 178 ............. Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 .......................................................................................... PQ: 227–196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3415 ........................ Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax ..................................................................................................... PQ: 221–181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 3259 ........................ Intell. Auth. FY 1997 ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3144 ........................ Defend America Act .............................................................................................................
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3448 ........................ Small Bus. Job Protection ................................................................................................... A: 219–211 (5/22/96).

MC ................................... H.R. 1227 ........................ Employee Commuting Flexibility ..........................................................................................
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3517 ........................ Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3540 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3562 ........................ WI Works Waiver Approval ................................................................................................... A: 363–59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2754 ........................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3603 ........................ Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3610 ........................ Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 ........................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/13/96).
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3662 ........................ Interior Approps, FY 1997 ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/19/96).
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3666 ........................ VA/HUD Approps .................................................................................................................. A: 246–166 (6/25/96).
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3675 ........................ Transportation Approps ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/26/96).
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3755 ........................ Labor/HHS Approps .............................................................................................................. PQ: 218–202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3754 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/10/96).
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3396 ........................ Defense of Marriage Act ..................................................................................................... A: 290–133 (7/11/96).
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3756 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/16/96).
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3814 ........................ Commerce, State Approps ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/17/96).
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3820 ........................ Campaign Finance Reform .................................................................................................. PQ: 221–193 A: 270–140 (7/25/96).
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3734 ........................ Personal Responsibility Act ................................................................................................. A: 358–54 (7/18/96).
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3816 ........................ Energy/Water Approps ......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/24/96).
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 2391 ........................ Working Families ................................................................................................................. A: 228–175 (7/26/96).
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2823 ........................ Dolphin Conservation Program ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (7/31/96).
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 123 .......................... English Language Empowerment ........................................................................................ A: 236–178 (8/1/96).
H. Res. 516 (9/4/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3719 ........................ Small Business Programs ...................................................................................................
H. Res. 517 (9/4/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3308 ........................ Armed Forces Protection ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/5/96).

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER] for yielding to me the

customary 30 minutes of debate time,
and I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, as my colleague on the

Committee on Rules has just explained,
this is an open rule. It sets no limit on
the number of amendments that may
be offered and it does not limit debate
time. It is the kind of rule most of us
would like to see more often and as
such we support it.

We do not oppose the waivers that
the rule provides, including the waiver
of the point of order for failure to com-
ply with the rule prohibiting appro-
priations in an authorization measure.
The waiver appears to us to be purely
technical in nature.

The legislation this rule makes in
order, H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act, has bipar-
tisan support, although there are con-
cerns about several of its provisions
and about the goals of the bill. The
ranking member of the Committee on
Small Business, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE], outlined
many of those concerns in his addi-
tional views which we commend to our
colleagues.

For instance, Mr. LAFALCE expressed
concern about the amount of 7(a) loan
guarantees that will be made available
in fiscal year 1997. That is the primary
financial assistance program operated
by the SBA, and it is vitally important
to the success of many small busi-
nesses. Changes that mean more small
businesses will be denied access to this
federally guaranteed loan program
should be made with the greatest care.

Many of us are also concerned about
the direction the legislation takes in
delegating more authority to the pri-
vate sector to carry out programs
under the SBA. We think it is impor-
tant to remember that the private sec-
tor does not always operate programs
more efficiently at a lower cost or bet-
ter than the Government does. We
would simply caution against overreli-
ance on the private sector or
privatizing simply for the sake of
privatizing.

As a Member whose district was seri-
ously affected by a major disaster, the
Northridge earthquake of 1994, I can at-
test to the importance of the SBA’s
Disaster Loan Program. In fact, the
main frustrations, Mr. Speaker, that
our constituents felt in dealing with
the SBA were usually caused because
the agency simply did not have enough
people to help those individuals who
were seeking assistance.

Because of our involvement with so
many people applying for disaster as-
sistance loans through the SBA, I was
especially pleased to note that the
Committee on Small Business recog-
nizes the importance of aiding citizens
in need and that in the committee’s
opinion, at least, disaster assistance is
one of the few clear-cut areas in which
the Government should, in fact, be in-
volved in the lives of our citizens.

Mr. Speaker, we congratulate the
chairwoman of the Committee on
Small Business, the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], and the ranking
member of the committee, the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE],
for the cooperation they have shown in
bringing this bipartisan bill to the
floor.

I would also like to take this time to
give a special word of thanks to the
chairwoman, our good friend from Kan-
sas, for her outstanding work as a
member of the committee and as its
chairwoman during this Congress. Her
decision not to run for reelection is a
huge loss to this institution. We are in
great need of more people like Mrs.
MEYERS who legislate in a civil and a
fair manner. Her grace and her charm
and her intelligence will be missed, but
we wish her the best in her well-de-
served retirement.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, this is an
open rule. Any concerns about the bill
and its direction can be fully addressed
under the provisions of that rule. We
urge our colleagues to approve the rule
so that we can proceed with the consid-
eration of this legislation and the
amendments to it.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, in closing,
let me urge Members to support this
rule. Let me add to the kind comments
of the gentleman from California about
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS] who is retiring. The elegant
gentlewoman has led this committee
well for the last 2 years and she will be
sorely missed.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries, who
also informed the House that on the
following dates the President approved
and signed bills of the House and Sen-
ate of the following titles:

July 1, 1996:
H.R. 3029. An act to designate the United

States courthouse in Washington, District of
Columbia, as the ‘‘E. Barrett Prettyman
United States Courthouse.’’

July 2, 1996:
H.R. 2803. An act to amend the anti-car

theft provisions of title 49, United States
Code, to increase the utility of motor vehicle
title information to the State and Federal
law enforcement officials, and for other pur-
poses.

July 3, 1996:
H.R. 3525, An act amend title 18, United

States Code, to clarify the Federal jurisdic-
tion over offenses relating to damage to reli-
gious property.

July 9, 1996:
H.R. 1880, An act to designate the United

States Post Office building at 102 South
McLean, Lincoln, Illinois, as the ‘‘Edward
Madigan Post Office Building’’;

H.R. 2437, An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands in Gilpin County,
Colorado;

H.R. 2704, An act to provide that the Unit-
ed States Post Office building that is to be
located at 7436 South Exchange Avenue, Chi-
cago, Illinois, shall be known and designated
as the ‘‘Charles A. Hayes Post Office Build-
ing’’; and

H.R. 3364, An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 235 North Washington Avenue in
Scranton, Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘William J.
Nealon Federal Building and United States
Courthouse’’.

July 18, 1996:
H.R. 2070, An act to provide for the dis-

tribution within the United States of the
United States Information Agency film enti-
tled ‘‘Fragile Ring of Life’’; and

H.R. 2853, An act to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-
favored-nation treatment) to the products of
Bulgaria.

July 19, 1996:
H.R. 1508, An act to require the transfer

of title to the District of Columbia of
certain real property in Anacostia Park to
facilitate the construction of National Chil-
dren’s Island, a cultural, educational, and
family-oriented park.

July 21, 1996:
H.R. 3121, An act to amend the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 and the Arms Export
Control Act to make improvements to cer-
tain defense and security assistance provi-
sions under those Acts, to authorize the
transfer of naval vessels to certain foreign
countries, and for other purposes.

July 24, 1996:
H.R. 419, An act for the relief of Bench-

mark Rail Group, Inc.; and
H.R. 701, An act to authorize the Secretary

of Agriculture to convey lands to the city of
Rolla, Missouri.

July 29, 1996:
H.R. 248, An act to amend the Public

Health Service Act to provide for the con-
duct of expanded studies and the establish-
ment of innovative programs with respect to
traumatic brain injury, and for other pur-
poses.

July 30, 1996:
H.R. 2337, An act to amend the Internal

Revenue Code Act of 1986 to provide for in-
creased taxpayer protections.

August 3, 1996:
H.R. 497, An act to create the National

Gambling Impact and Policy Commission;
H.R. 1627, An act to amend the Federal In-

secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
and the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 3161, An act to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most-
favored-nation treatment) to the products of
Romania.

August 5, 1996:
H.R. 3107, An act to impose sanctions on

persons making certain investments directly
and significantly contributing to the en-
hancement of the ability of Iran or Libya to
develop its petroleum resources, and on per-
sons exporting certain items that enhance
Libya’s weapons or aviation capabilities or
enhance Libya’s ability to develop its petro-
leum resources, and for other purposes.

The President has approved the following:
July 2, 1996:

S. 1136, An act to control and prevent com-
mercial counterfeiting, and for other pur-
poses; and

S. 1903, An act to designate the bridge, es-
timated to be completed in the year 2000,
that replaces the bridge on Missouri highway
74 spanning from East Cape Girardeau, Illi-
nois, to Cape Girardeau, Missouri, as the
‘‘Bill Emerson Bridge’’, and for other pur-
poses.

July 5, 1996:
S. 1579, An act to streamline and improve

the effectiveness of chapter 75 of title 31,
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United States Code (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Single Audit Act’’).

July 29, 1996:
S. 966, An act for the relief of Nathan C.

Vance, and for other purposes; and
S. 1899, An act entitled the ‘‘Mollie Beattie

Wilderness Area Act’’.

f

SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAMS
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 516 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3719.

b 1408

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3719) to
amend the Small Business Act and
Small Business Investment Act of 1958,
with Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentlewoman
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act of 1996,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this bill which is pro-small business
and pro-government efficiency.

The Committee on Small Business re-
ported out H.R. 3719 on July 18, 1996, by
a unanimous vote of the Committee
after intensive bipartisan work. Mr.
LAFALCE, and I spent many hours to-
gether working out the details of the
provisions. I am pleased to say that we
are able to move H.R. 3719 through the
Committee in an atmosphere of bipar-
tisan cooperation.

The overall theme of this legislation,
is better management of the loan pro-
grams. SBA guaranteed loans provide
approximately $10 billion in life-giving
capital to small businesses every year.
The 7(a) Guaranteed Loan Program,
the largest loan program at the SBA,
will provide over $7 billion in financing
to small businesses this year. As vol-
ume in the loan programs has in-
creased, SBA staffing has decreased. I
believe these events can be compatible,
but only if the SBA relies on its pri-
vate sector partners to carry out the
day-to-day operations of making, serv-
icing, and liquidating loans.

SBA does not have the manpower or
resources to be a retail operation. They
cannot efficiently process every loan,
or handle the liquidation of each loan
that goes into default. This is clear
from the new subsidy rates—rates that

have dramatically increased due to low
recovery rates on liquidated loans. The
time period for liquidating loans is
substantially longer than the average
in the private sector. It is time for the
SBA to move the liquidation function
to the private sector, where our bank
and nonbank lending partners conduct
these types of actions everyday, and
harness those efficiencies. SBA must
assume the role of monitoring our
lending partners, not trying to recreate
operations that are done faster and
better in the private sector.

The Committee on Small Business re-
alized the SBA’s limitations and took
decisive action in this bill, H.R. 3719, to
turn more functions of SBA lending
programs over to the private sector. In
the 7(a), 504, and disaster loan pro-
grams, pilot projects have been cre-
ated, giving lenders the freedom to liq-
uidate defaulted loans and to service
disaster loans. This should increase our
returns, and improve service delivery
in our loan programs. SBA simply can-
not handle the load currently on its
plate, as reflected in the increased sub-
sidy rates.

Other critical provisions in H.R. 3719
are those dealing with the 504 or Cer-
tified Development Company Program.
As you may know, when the President
released his budget for fiscal year 1997,
we were hit with dramatically higher
estimates of the subsidy rates for the
504 and 7(a) guaranteed loan programs.
Last year, the Committee on Small
Business moved legislation which re-
duced the subsidy rate in the 504 pro-
gram to zero, making it a self-financed
program which requires no appro-
priated funds. While the committee
was disappointed and frustrated by the
SBA’s and OMB’s inability to notify us
in a timely way about these new esti-
mates, we are, nonetheless, committed
to returning the 504 program to a zero
subsidy.

A combination of new fees, to be
shared by the lenders, the certified de-
velopment companies, and the borrow-
ers, and several program management
improvements in H.R. 3719, including
the liquidation pilot project, result in
the maintenance of a zero subsidy rate
for the 504 program. It is vital that this
lending program, which provides long-
term financing for expanding small
businesses to purchase new physical
space or equipment, continue to help
small businesses and our economy
grow. As my colleagues probably know,
the 504 program is the only SBA lend-
ing program with a job creation re-
quirement. While no one likes to place
additional fees on small business bor-
rowers, that is the only way to keep
this important program going, as no
funds were requested by the adminis-
tration, or appropriated for the 504 pro-
gram for fiscal year 1997.

H.R. 3719 also addresses some man-
agement issues in the 7(a) program,
and requires an extensive, private sec-
tor study of the subsidy rate calcula-
tions done by SBA and the OMB. I hope
this study will unlock the mysteries of

the OMB subsidy rate assumptions and
prevent future year surprises in this
calculation. As with the 504 program,
the committee has moved more of the
day-to-day responsibilities for the loan
programs to our most trusted private
sector partners, our preferred lenders
or PLP’s. Under H.R. 3719, the preferred
lenders will be provided with the full
authority and responsibility to liq-
uidate their own loans. The SBA has
delegated many responsibilities to the
PLP’s, but has retained most of the liq-
uidation functions with the agency. In
addition, certified lenders [CLP’s] will
be able to conduct their own liquida-
tions, with the assistance and over-
sight of the SBA. The committee be-
lieves the private sector may be able to
perform this function faster and more
efficiently, maximizing returns to the
Government.

In addition, the committee has re-
quired that the Low Documentation or
Low Doc Program, which is an abbre-
viated form for the borrower seeking a
guaranteed loan of $100,000 or less, be
conducted only by PLP’s, CLP’s, or
lenders with significant small business
lending experience. This program,
which was a pilot initiated by the SBA,
has proven to be very popular among
borrowers and banks, alike. However,
the committee has received a good deal
of anecdotal evidence suggesting that
many lenders who have little or no
small business lending experience, and
no experience with SBA loans, are
doing large volumes of low doc loans.
As the Low Doc Program now com-
prises about 25 percent of the 7(a) pro-
gram volume, the committee felt it im-
portant to act to preserve the integrity
of SBA’s own regulations, which stipu-
late that low doc is for use by our most
experienced lenders. The committee
also places a limitation on any new
pilot programs. The administration
may experiment and try out new ideas
and concepts to meet small business’
needs. However, no pilot may comprise
more than 10 percent of the 7(a) pro-
gram volume. As the committee has
seen, the program’s subsidy rate is
very sensitive to changes in the port-
folio composition. Any pilot deemed
successful can be statutorily created
through the legislative process.

Other provisions in the bill continue
to echo the theme of more reliance on
the private sector to carry out the
functions of SBA programs. We in-
crease slightly the interest rate on dis-
aster loans, from a formula based upon
one-half of the Treasury rate for 30
year loans to three-fourths of Treas-
ury. This increase will lower the sub-
sidy rate from 16.5 percent to approxi-
mately 12.3 percent, according to CBO.
This slight adjustment will continue to
provide disaster victims a real low-
cost, long-term loan for disaster recov-
ery, while stretching the taxpayer dol-
lars needed to fund this program a lot
further. H.R. 3719 also requires the SBA
to contract out to private entities the
servicing of 10 percent of the loans in
our disaster portfolio. This pilot should
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show that the private sector can per-
form this function at less cost than the
SBA and, hopefully, lead to a complete
contracting out of this function.

Finally, H.R. 3719 reauthorizes the
Small Business Competitiveness Dem-
onstration Program. This program
eliminates small business set-asides in
four categories of industry, as long as
small business participation in these
industries are at least 40 percent. This
innovative demonstration program has
worked well, allowing all businesses to
compete for Government contracts on
an equal footing, without locking small
business out of the process, or into a
certain number or type of projects. Our
bill does require extensive reporting on
the progress of this program, to ensure
that it is not operating to small busi-
nesses detriment.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of im-
portant program improvements in H.R.
3719, improvements that will result in
better service from the Federal Gov-
ernment for small business. But more
importantly, H.R. 3719 will preserve es-
sential long-term lending programs for
small business. The Committee on
Small Business is pleased to be able to
bring this legislation before the House
this week, legislation which has been
endorsed by such groups as the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, the National
Association of Certified Development
Companies, the National Association of
Government Guaranteed Lenders, and
the Independent Bankers Association
of America. We will be doing a great
service to the small businesses of our
Nation, and to the taxpayer, by enact-
ing H.R. 3719, and I urge my colleagues
to strongly support this measure.

b 1415
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE Mr. Chairman, I gen-
erally support the provisions of this
bill, the Small Business Programs Im-
provement Act of 1996.

As originally introduced, there were
a number of problems with the bill.
However, our gracious Chair, Mrs.
MEYERS, delayed official committee ac-
tion on the bill, thereby facilitating a
number of private discussions. The re-
sult was the offering of joint amend-
ments in committee which were agreed
to on a bipartisan basis.

Since then, we have continued our
negotiations which have now been fi-
nalized with a manager’s amendment.
As further amended with this amend-
ment, this legislation has been greatly
improved and deserves the support of
the membership.

I appreciate the consideration of the
committee, and its Chair, Mrs. MEY-
ERS, in examining the matters raised
by me and other members of the minor-
ity.

I also want to note at this point that
I have enjoyed working with Chair

MEYERS during the past 2 years. I do
want to note, parenthetically, that I
enjoyed working with her more during
the 103rd Congress when she was the
ranking minority member, but she has
been a true gentle lady during this
Congress and has made my transition
to that role as painless as possible.

On behalf of the minority Members of
the Committee, I want to wish her and
her husband the best of wishes in the
future years. JAN, enjoy your well-
earned retirement.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which is
necessary. Without the fee increases in
the Certified Development Company
Program, there would be no program
next year. Thus I reluctantly support
the fee proposals because the alter-
native would be much worse.

The bill also extends several expiring
programs this year, and more impor-
tantly authorizes the continuation of
all SBA programs next year. Members
are certainly aware how difficult it is
to enact an authorization bill in the
first few months of a Congress, and this
bill eliminates that problem.

I also support a number of the pilot
programs in the bill. I am not one who
believes that the private sector can do
everything better and at less cost, as
some argue.

I am willing to have a realistic and
meaningful comparison of the results
when loan functions are handled by pri-
vate sector contractors as compared to
Government employees. I believe that
Federal employees are very dedicated
and will prevail in this type of com-
parison. But it is appropriate to per-
form the pilot tests.

I also want to point out that pre-
viously I expressed concern about the
amount of 7(a) loan guarantees which
will be made available next year.

It is my understanding that the pro-
posed Federal funding, when added to
funds expected to be unused this year,
will result in a 7(a) program level next
year of $6.5 billion to $7 billion.

Originally, most projections were
that demand would exceed this amount
probably by $2 billion. It now appears,
however, that usage of the program is
below prior projections this year.

Also, the other body has proposed ad-
ditional Federal funding which will
augment the size of the program.

Thus I am now concluding that there
may be no necessity to increase fees for
this program. This is not certainty,
however, and I caution my colleagues
that there may be a shortage of loan
money next year.

I know of no opposition to the bill,
and I compliment Mrs. MEYERS for her
work and that of her staff.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague and friend for
yielding this time to me very briefly to
speak in favor of the Small Business
Improvement Act, and I want to ap-

plaud her diligence and the ranking
minority member’s diligence in work-
ing out this bill. I will not repeat what
has already been said because it has
been fully articulated.

I did want to rise today though to
pay special appreciation to my col-
league and friend, the gentlewoman
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS], for all the
work she has done. She has been a tire-
less advocate of small business
throughout the United States, and she
understands that that is where the fu-
ture of our economy is. We are going to
miss her sincerely, but I think I want-
ed to speak for all the Members and
wish her well in her future endeavors
and say ‘‘Thank you for all the work
you have done for small business in
America. We will always be indebted to
you.’’

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the distinguished rank-
ing member, and I too want to lend my
voice to a classmate of mine that will
be leaving us, the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. We came in
here together, and she has been an ab-
solute gentlewoman all the way
through, and we are proud to serve
with the gentlewoman, and, no, we are
not going out together after this or
anything, but I mean that. I do not
think words can say enough.

I am rising today about an issue that
deals with the 504 program and some
perceptions and guesstimates by the
OMB that I think are troublesome and
could be problematic, and I will be of-
fering an amendment in this regard,
and I am glad to have the support of
the ranking member, and I want to ex-
plain it briefly.

For example, the 504 program has
been very cost effective. It spurred the
economies of Ohio and the Nation, and
over the past 10 years over $5 billion in
504 program loans have helped create
over half a million jobs, more than
47,000 in Ohio alone, Mr. Chairman. But
the recent OMB evaluation will se-
verely undermine the viability of this
particular program. In my opinion, the
evaluation underestimates the pro-
gram’s strength and overestimates its
weaknesses.

Now Members of the Ohio delegation,
both Democrat and Republican, have
written in fact to Mr. Jacob Lew, Act-
ing Director of OMB, and we cited
these particular cases.

The Traficant amendment would ba-
sically say that it is the sense of Con-
gress that the subsidy models prepared
by OMB relative to loan programs
sponsored by the Small Business Ad-
ministration have a tendency to over-
estimate potential risks of loss and
overemphasize historical losses that
may be unique or not truly reflective
of the success of the program as a
whole.

So consequently what the amend-
ment does, it mandates the independ-
ent study in section 103(h) of this bill
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with hopes of placing it in the bill, of
improving the ability of OMB to more
accurately reflect the budgetary impli-
cations of some of these programs that
have had a great effect on revitaliza-
tion of our Nation.

So with that, I just wanted to let the
Committee know that we have been
working on this for some time and this
is a vehicle which, in fact, can accom-
modate our concerns.

The Members from Ohio that signed
on with me were: DAVE HOBSON,
SHERROD BROWN, STEVEN LATOURETTE,
THOMAS SAWYER, MARTIN HOKE, MARCY
KAPTUR, and ROBERT NEY. So this has
already been sent, it is a bipartisan
move, we in Ohio are concerned. We
think it is valid for the Nation and it
does not in fact change anything in the
bill. It supports that language which is
in the bill and will clarify that concern
we have.

So with that I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]
for the time, and I hope for consider-
ation.

b 1430

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and would like to associate myself with
the remarks of the gentleman who rep-
resents the second best Air Reserve
base in the United States.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. TALENT].

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chair of the Commit-
tee on Small Business for yielding to
me.

Before I engage the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAFALCE] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] in a
colloquy, I would just like to add my
remarks to those of my colleagues,
complimenting the distinguished chair
for her excellent leadership. There is
no stronger advocate for small business
in the Congress, but what has really
been extraordinary is the gentle firm-
ness with which she has led the com-
mittee in the last year and a half. It
has made it just a pleasure to serve on
the committee with her. I want to wish
her all the best in her future endeav-
ors. I would thank her again for yield-
ing for this colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify
our intent with respect to the language
in this bill dealing with securitization.
This provision was dealt with exten-
sively during the committee markup of
H.R. 3719. Between the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]
the distinguished ranking member of
the committee, and myself.

It is my understanding this provision
grants SBA the authority, if they deem
necessary to exercise it, to protect the
agency’s interests by requiring lenders
to retain exposure of up to 10 percent
of the loans being securitized. This in
no way mandates the holdback or expo-
sure requirement in all cases.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from New York if that indeed is his un-
derstanding.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. LAFALCE. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
the permissive nature of the amend-
ment is reflected in the manager’s
amendment that will be offered short-
ly.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALENT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BENTSEN. The provision also
states, Mr. Chairman, that any hold-
back or exposure requirement should
be applied uniformly to both banks and
nonbanks alike, thereby ending the
prohibition on banks for selling the
nonguaranteed portion of certain SBA
loans, but also provides the SBA the
discretion to accept alternative risk
retention provisions.

It is my understanding that accept-
able alternative risk retention provi-
sions such as, but not limited to, the
reserves required to achieve an invest-
ment grade rating would be applied on
a lender-by-lender basis based on the
structure of the securitization and the
historical loan performance of the
lender. Is that correct?

Mr. LAFALCE. That is very correct,
Mr. Chairman. The manager’s amend-
ment explicitly permits alternative
risk retention measures and the lender-
by-lender application of this require-
ment is also reflected in the committee
report that accompanies this bill.

I might want to add that it was pre-
cisely because of the arguments ad-
vanced by the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] that the commit-
tee report language embodied basically
the arguments that they advanced dur-
ing the markup, and the manager’s
amendment makes those technical
changes to ensure that their wishes
and desires were fully accommodated,
and the language of the report was
fully accommodated.

We are especially grateful, I think,
too, for the real-life experience that
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT-
SEN] brought to the committee delib-
erations on this issue, because of his
experience with securitization on Wall
Street. His experience was invaluable.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time to continue the col-
loquy, and also add my compliments to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT-
SEN]. He does have real-life experience
in this area.

It is my understanding these provi-
sions are not intended to impair the fu-
ture use of securitization structures al-
ready in the market, and approved by
SBA as providing adequate protection
to the agency, that have proven effec-
tive in expanding capital availability.

I would ask the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE] if that is indeed
correct.

Mr. LAFALCE. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, yes,
and this too was discussed in the mark-
up and was also reflected in the com-
mittee report.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I
thank the gentleman for his assistance
in this issue. We worked closely to cor-
rect it so it would not become burden-
some and it would create and expand
capital available to small businesses.

I thank the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT] for his work on this, as
well, and for bringing it to the fore-
front. I look forward to working in a
bipartisan fashion in the future to-
wards establishing a level playing field
between depository institutions and
nonbank financial institutions in their
efforts to supply needed capital to the
small business community.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] for helping to clarify the
securitization issue, an issue that is
critically important to increasing the
pool of capital available to small busi-
nesses. I also look forward to continu-
ing efforts to foster an efficient
securitization market for small busi-
ness loans.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to add my
comments to the retiring gentlewoman
who chairs the Committee on Small
Business, and want to note that she has
brought a degree of civility that the
rest of us will emulate. Although we
may be in disagreement, she certainly
has a spirit of discourse and delibera-
tion that all of us appreciate, and we
will miss her caring and gentle hand.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in full
support of H.R. 3719, the Small Busi-
ness Program Improvement Act. Al-
though the bill is not perfect, I believe
that, on the whole, it is a great first
step toward bringing down the cost of
the Small Business Administration’s
most popular programs while main-
taining their availability and acces-
sibility.

First, H.R. 3719 marginally increases
the fees charged to participants in the
504 Certified Development Corporation
Program. This program has been suc-
cessful. Unfortunately, in the absence
of additional appropriations, this is the
only way by which to reduce the sub-
sidy rate to zero and assure the con-
tinuation of this program in the next
fiscal year.

Second, this legislation removes bur-
densome restrictions which prevents
banks from selling the nonguaranteed
portion of the SBA loans on secondary
markets, making the 7(a) loan program
more attractive to commercial bank-
ers.

Finally, the bill continues the prohi-
bition against locating Small Business
Development Centers at institutions
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other than places of higher education,
thereby confirming the role of SBDC’s
as, first and foremost, places to gather
impartial information and to receive
guidance and counseling.

These provisions, combined with oth-
ers, Mr. Chairman, make H.R. 3719 a
good first step toward ensuring the
continued viability of many of SBA’s
most popular programs and allows the
SBA to reduce administrative costs as-
sociated with those operations. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, I encourage my
colleagues to join with me in support
of H.R. 3719.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, before entering into a
colloquy with the gentlewoman from
Kansas, I, too, want to add my praise,
as a former small businessman of 30-
plus years, for the work and the stew-
ardship of the gentlewoman from Kan-
sas [Mrs. MEYERS] as chair of this com-
mittee and as ranking member prior to
that. She has been a tremendous asset
to small business across America. I
congratulate her, and I, too, wish her
well.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3719 would elimi-
nate the eligibility of lending institu-
tions to make low documentary loans
to preferred, certified, and lenders with
‘‘significant experience’’ I guess in
quotes, in making small business loans.
I understand that these provisions
would have the Small Business Admin-
istration clarify, through regulations,
the definition of ‘‘significant experi-
ence’’ in making low documentary
small business loans.

I would ask the gentlewoman, could
she clarify the intent of these provi-
sions?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Kansas.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, the committee is concerned that
some inexperienced lenders making low
doc loans do not have the expertise
necessary to administer these loans.
However, the committee strongly be-
lieves that lenders that have had a long
history of making small business loans
and processing loan guarantees should
not be ruled out of making these loans.
It is the committee’s intent that the
SBA issue regulations that would pre-
serve the ability of such institutions to
continue making these low doc loans.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, would the gentlewoman
then believe that a bank with 28 years
of making small business loans, proc-
essing SBA loan guarantees, including
low doc guaranteed loans, would qual-
ify as an institution with significant
experience?

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Certainly,
the SBA should take into account the
fact that many small lending institu-

tions have been making small business
loans for years. The intent of this pro-
vision is to provide the SBA with bet-
ter policing authority to restrict ac-
cess to lenders without the experience
or guidance from the SBA necessary to
efficiently and effectively administer
low doc loans.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I again thank the chair-
woman for yielding to me, and I thank
her for her clarification.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 3719, the
Small Business Programs Improvement
Act, and commend both the chair-
woman, the gentlewoman from Kansas
[Mrs. MEYERS], and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAFALCE] for their work in drafting a
truly bipartisan bill that all the Mem-
bers can support.

Although this bill may receive less
notice than others, it is extremely im-
portant in providing capital formation
for America’s small businesses, and it
is a tribute to our retiring chair that it
is being brought up and hopefully will
be signed into law.

Drafting this bill is not an easy task.
Committee on Small Business members
faced many difficult decisions and
there were closed votes on many im-
portant issues during the markup.
However, the bill before us today is a
true collaboration between Repub-
licans and Democrats on the commit-
tee, and marks the most significant bi-
partisan effort I have seen since serv-
ing on this committee.

This bill makes several changes to
SBA programs do reduce the taxpayers’
contribution. It privatizes certain SBA
functions, removes restrictions on
banks for selling the nonguaranteed
portions of certain SBA loans on the
secondary market, and reduces certain
fees that SBA pays the lenders in cases
of default.

Finally, the bill reauthorizes certain
SBA programs for fiscal years 1997 and
1998, including the 7(a) loan, the 504 De-
velopment Company loan, disaster
loan, and microloan programs. In-
cluded in the reauthorization of the 504
program is a new fee on borrowers and
participants in the program to lower
the taxpayer subsidy rate of the pro-
gram and begin the road to self-suffi-
ciency.

Finally, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT],
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS], and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAFALCE], for their work in
addressing the loan securitization
issue.

During the committee markup, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE], the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], and I discussed the lan-
guage of Mr. LAFALCE’s securitization
amendment and the possible negative
effects it might have on existing par-
ticipants. Mr. LAFALCE agreed to

change the amendment to reflect the
ability of the administration to require
a loss reserve of up to 10 percent when
circumstances require it, rather than a
flat 10 percent, as originally proposed.

We made further clarification by
stating that the SBA would have the
authority, if necessary, to require lend-
ers to securitize the nonguaranteed
portion of the SBA 7(a) loans to retain
some level of exposure in the security,
not to exceed 10 percent of the amount
of the loan.

Last, the amendment was modified to
state the reserve requirements be de-
termined solely by an institution’s sta-
tus as a depository institution or a
nonbank lender. Although this is re-
flected in the committee report, the
legislative language contradicted the
committee intent. I am pleased that all
parties could agree to include the new
language in addressing an inadvertent
wording problem and that this issue
could be worked out and corrected in
the manager’s amendment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill and the Meyers manager’s sub-
stitute amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in support of H.R. 3719, the Small Business
Programs Improvement Act of 1996. H.R.
3719 will better the ability of the Small Busi-
ness Administration [SBA] to restructure and
cut costs in critical areas of the 7(a) Loan
Guarantee Program and the 504 Certified De-
velopment Company Program. These pro-
grams are both at risk of understanding in the
coming fiscal years and will benefit greatly
from the reforms provided in this act. How-
ever, there are components of H.R. 3719
which must be addressed in order to protect
minority and women small business owners
who apply for SBA loans.

H.R. 3719 greatly limits the ability of lenders
to use the Low Documentation [LowDoc] loan
program of the 7(a) Program. The LowDoc
Program began as a pilot project in 1994 and
has since spread successfully across the
country. The program provides a significantly
shortened one-page application for a SBA
guarantee for loans of $100,000 or less. Mi-
nority and women-owned small businesses
disproportionately apply for these smaller
loans. Therefore, the LowDoc Program has
had great success in recruiting more women
and minority small business owners to the 7(a)
Program. In addition, because of the reduced
paperwork required of the lending institution in
LowDoc loans, the program has increased the
participation of smaller lenders who have been
found to be more likely to lend to smaller busi-
nesses. The SBA has been criticized in recent
years for overlending to larger small busi-
nesses at the determent of smaller small busi-
nesses. The LowDoc Program is one of the
devices the SBA has created to successfully
address this complaint.

H.R. 3719 severely limits the LowDoc Pro-
gram by restricting which lenders can make
LowDoc loans. Under the act, only those lend-
ers who are preferred, certified or have signifi-
cant experience in making small business
loans can make LowDoc loans. These cat-
egorizations will greatly limit the number of
lenders who can make LowDoc loans. In par-
ticular, the number of small lending institutions
able to provide LowDoc loans will be greatly
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reduced. Thus, H.R. 3719 acts to limit acces-
sibility to LowDoc loans.

According to Representative MEYERS, H.R.
3719 limits access to LowDoc loans on the
basis of anecdotal evidence that LowDoc
loans are high risk. However, the SBA has
shown that there is no reason to believe that
LowDoc loans are more risky than other loans,
and, in fact, they may be even less risky. The
SBA has found that both the currency rate, the
rate of payments made on time, and the de-
fault rate on LowDoc loans are as good or
better than those for other SBA loans.

There appears to be little reason to alter the
LowDoc Loan Program given that the program
has made the 7(a) loan program more acces-
sible to minority and women-owned small
businesses, to all smaller businesses, and to
small lending-institutions. In addition, the pro-
gram has proven to be a relatively safe loan
program. The changes to the LowDoc pro-
gram are simply an example of the microman-
aging which exists throughout H.R. 3719 and
which is not necessary to successfully reform
the SBA. However, I am confident that these
problems can be worked out through amend-
ments and in conference committee. There-
fore, I restate my support of H.R. 3719 and
commend the bipartisan effort which led to its
creation.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise before
you today in support of the Small Business
Improvement Act, H.R. 3719.

Before speaking on the merits of the legisla-
tion, let me take this opportunity to thank the
Chair of this committee, my colleague from
Kansas, Congresswoman MEYERS, who has
been not only a good chair of the committee
but a good Member of the House and a good
friend. On behalf of the people of the 19th dis-
trict, I wish her well in her future endeavors.

This bill makes individuals who have suf-
fered from all types of disasters eligible for
loans from the Disaster Loan Program. While
I certainly believe we should respond to peo-
ple in need after a natural disaster, I believe
we must make sure that the primary focus of
these efforts are on sudden, natural disasters,
such as tornadoes, and floods, and as we are
all watching today, hurricanes and tropical
storms. In my district we deal with sudden dis-
asters on a yearly basis and we must be ca-
pable of responding to these situations at any
given moment, and it is imperative that the re-
sources are in place.

Having expressed those reservations, I do
rise in support of the bill and urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3719 and thank the
Chair and my ranking member, Congressman
LAFALCE, for their efforts in bringing this bill
before us today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I have always been a supporter of small
business, both in my district and throughout
the Nation. Small business is the motor of our
economic engine, it supplies most of the jobs
and at least half of the economic activity. It is
my firm belief that the Government should do
everything it can within reason to assist small
businesses in succeeding. The Small Busi-
ness Administration has been instrumental in
the development, growth, and success of
thousands of businesses and should be com-
mended for its work and efforts. The SBA
General Store in my district in Houston is a
prime example of how this agency has played
an important part in the expansion and growth
of our economy.

While all of this is true, in these difficult
times of tight budgets we must trim costs,
where we can, but we must do so while still
striving to achieve our basic goals. We must
not be too short-sighted and slash and burn
budgets and programs, doing more harm than
good in the long run. Instead we must care-
fully prune away what we can, leaving the
fruits intact. H.R. 3719 takes a reasonable ap-
proach at reforming some of the SBA’s loan
programs.

I support small business, the President sup-
ports small business, and I encourage all of
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, the Small
Business Programs Improvement Act of 1996
reforms business loan programs administered
by the Small Business Administration [SBA].
Specifically, the bill reduces subsidy rates for
commercial development and disaster loans,
directs the SBA to privatize certain aspects of
the loan application and approval process to
expedite service to potential borrowers, and
ensures adequate Federal funding to carry out
SBA programs.

H.R. 3719 includes an amendment I offered,
which was adopted during the full committee
markup of this legislation, regarding disaster
assistance loans. My amendment accom-
plished two things: No. 1, it made an addition
to the definition of a disaster under section
(3)(k) of the Small Business Act by inserting
language regarding ocean conditions; and No.
2, it set an effective date, for the amendment,
with respect to any disaster occurring on or
after March 1, 1994. I offered this amendment
in an attempt to help remedy problems affect-
ing the fishing industry in Gloucester and other
areas in Massachusetts.

The Commonwealth requested disaster as-
sistance from the U.S. Small Business Admin-
istration. The request was made on behalf of
the fishermen of Essex, Bristol, and
Barnstable Counties, all who have suffered se-
vere economic losses because of the collapse
of cod, yellow tail flounder, and haddock fish-
eries in their region, and the closing of certain
areas to fishing by the Federal Government.
Incredibly, this request was denied by the
SBA.

Knowing that the vast majority of these fish-
ermen and processors are small business
owners, this small addition to the definition of
disaster assistance is a logical way to help. It
is clear that the Federal Government’s actions
precipitated this sudden closure after years of
pronouncements that the situation was under
control, and therefore, the request was justi-
fied.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill for small
business and I urge my colleagues to support
it.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the manager’s
amendment. H.R. 3719 attacks the small busi-
nesses in my Congressional district and for
that matter across the Nation. I am especially
incensed by the manner in which this bill
treats innocent victims of natural disasters and
am therefore pleased with the changes to the
Disaster Loan Program included in the man-
ager’s amendment.

The Small Business Administration’s Disas-
ter Loan Program helps victims of natural dis-
asters rebuild and get back on their feet. The
Northridge earthquake had a devastating im-
pact on southern California. From the point at
which the earthquake struck, on January 17,

1994 until June 30, 1996 the Small Business
Administration provided 124,180 loans, totaling
$4.5 billion to businesses and individuals that
may not otherwise have been able to rebuild.

And I will remind my colleagues that it is not
just California that benefits from the disaster
loans. Even as we speak, millions of people
along the East Coast are preparing for the po-
tential devastation that may be caused by hur-
ricane Fran.

While my thoughts and my prayers are with
the potential victims of hurricane Fran, I am
committed to do all I can to ensure that if they
do suffer damage, that they are given all avail-
able assistance to rebuild their lives and their
economy.

Low interest disaster loans are key to the
economic recovery of an area after a disaster
has hit. The manager’s amendment I am
pleased to report, would cap the interest rate
at 7 percent. In the last 6 years California
alone, which has certainly seen its share of
disasters, has received 165,373 loans totaling
over $5.5 billion. Given the importance of
small businesses to any economy, I believe
that these loans have been instrumental to the
economic recovery that the State has
achieved.

The changes to the Disaster Assistance
Program are but one reason I support this
amendment. Overall I believe that it makes the
bill more responsive to the needs of our Na-
tion’s small and emerging businesses and I
therefore urge my colleagues to support the
manager’s amendment.

Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. Chairman, I am pleased
we are prepared to approve this important bill
authorizing certain programs in the Small busi-
ness Administration. The Small Business
Committee, on which I serve, has worked dili-
gently to reach accord on certain differences
with regard to policy. As a result, we have
been able to produce a responsible authoriza-
tion bill that protects popular SBA programs
while reducing the Federal Government’s
share of expenses. Given the growing popu-
larity and need for such programs, these
changes were necessary to instill a sense of
commitment in all participants.

As a freshman Member of Congress, I am
particularly pleased to have legislation I intro-
duced earlier this year included in this author-
ization bill. This is my first legislative initiative
to be approved by the full House, and I hope
it will be enacted into law. My legislation will
encourage banks to make capital available to
small firms that want to export their goods. It
does so by increasing the guarantee rate on
export loans backed by the SBA. The change
was necessary because the SBA guarantee
rate for export working capital loans was re-
duced in legislation approved last year, creat-
ing a disparity between the rate offered to
small businesses by the SBA, and the rate of-
fered to larger businesses by the Export-Im-
port Bank. Prior to the 1995 legislation, SBA
and the Export-Import Bank harmonized their
export loan programs to ensure that all bor-
rowers—big businesses and small busi-
nesses—would have the same loan terms.
Both provided a 90 percent guarantee rate on
loans. My legislation returns the SBA guaran-
tee rate to 90 percent, the same level as that
offered by the Export-Import Bank.

It is widely believed that the reduction in
SBA’s guarantee rate for export loans had a
chilling effect on small business lenders, who
were required to incur greater risk. A recent
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letter from the Trade Promotion Coordinating
Committee indicated that over half of the lend-
ers polled, small lenders in particular, would
retreat from making trade finance loans to
small businesses due to increased risk. The
letter, signed by the Secretary of Commerce,
the SBA administrator, the Ex-Im Bank chair-
man, and the director of the U.S. Trade and
Development Agency, urged reharmonization
of the rates.

In addition, a recent GAO study noted that
the guarantee rate is critical for funding origi-
nal loans, and that a higher rate is particularly
important when the lender or borrower is new
to export. This is precisely the audience SBA
serves in an effort to increase small business
exports.

I’m pleased that my legislation was added to
the bill. It’s important to me because it recog-
nizes the critical role of trade and exports to
the economy of Maine and the Nation. Figures
from the Department of Commerce underline
the incredible potential of foreign markets. Ac-
cording to them, every $1 billion in increased
trade creates approximately 20,000 manufac-
turing jobs and 40–60,000 service and support
jobs. Moreover, wages associated with ex-
ported goods are some 20 percent higher than
those related to nonexports.

Reharmonizing the guarantee rate could
have very positive effects for our economy, as
well as small business exporters, one of the
fastest growing segments of the exporting
community. As a member of the Small Busi-
ness Committee, I am constantly seeking
ways to help smaller companies expand and
succeed. It is my strong belief that small busi-
nesses will benefit from increased trade. Pro-
moting exports is one of the best means to
this end. Encouraging new small business ex-
ports is an important, nonpartisan public policy
objective.

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute printed in the
bill shall be considered by title as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment and pursuant to the rule, the first
three sections and each title are con-
sidered as read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may: (1) postpone until a
time during further consideration in
the Committee of the Whole a request
for a recorded vote on an amendment;
and (2) reduce to 5 minutes the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on any
postponed question that follows an-
other electronic vote without interven-
ing business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the
first in any series of questions shall be
15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Small Business Programs Improvement Act
of 1996’’.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
entire committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read printed in the RECORD, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Administrator defined.
Sec. 3. Effective date.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT

Sec. 101. References.
Sec. 102. Risk management database.
Sec. 103. Section 7(a) loan program.
Sec. 104. Disaster loan program.
Sec. 105. Microloan demonstration program.
Sec. 106. Small business development center

program.
Sec. 107. Miscellaneous authorities to provide

loans and other financial assist-
ance.

Sec. 108. Small business competitiveness dem-
onstration program.

Sec. 109. Amendment to Small Business Guar-
anteed Credit Enhancement Act of
1993.

Sec. 110. 1998 authorizations.
Sec. 111. Level of participation for export work-

ing capital loans.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT ACT

Sec. 201. References.
Sec. 202. Modifications to development company

debenture program.
Sec. 203. Required actions upon default.
Sec. 204. Loan liquidation pilot program.
Sec. 205. Registration of certificates.
Sec. 206. Preferred surety bond guarantee pro-

gram.
SEC. 2. ADMINISTRATOR DEFINED.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means
the Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided, this
Act and the amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on October 1, 1996.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT

SEC. 101. REFERENCES.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 631 et seq.).
SEC. 102. RISK MANAGEMENT DATABASE.

Section 4(b) (15 U.S.C. 633) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (2) the following:

‘‘(3) RISK MANAGEMENT DATABASE.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administration

shall establish, within the management system
for the loan programs authorized by subsections
(a) and (b) of section 7 of this Act and title V
of the Small Business Investment Act of 1958, a
management information system that will gen-
erate a database capable of providing timely
and accurate information in order to identify
loan underwriting, collections, recovery, and
liquidation problems.

‘‘(B) INFORMATION TO BE MAINTAINED.—In ad-
dition to such other information as the Adminis-
tration considers appropriate, the database es-
tablished under subparagraph (A) shall, with

respect to each loan program described in sub-
paragraph (A), include information relating to—

‘‘(i) the identity of the institution making the
guaranteed loan or issuing the debenture;

‘‘(ii) the identity of the borrower;
‘‘(iii) the total dollar amount of the loan or

debenture;
‘‘(iv) the total dollar amount of government

exposure in each loan;
‘‘(v) the district of the Administration in

which the borrower has its principal office;
‘‘(vi) the borrower’s principal line of business,

as identified by Standard Industrial Classifica-
tion Code (or any successor to that system);

‘‘(vii) the delinquency rate for each program
(including number of instances and days over-
due);

‘‘(viii) the number of defaults in each program
(including losses and recoveries);

‘‘(ix) the number of deferrals or forbearances
in each program (including days and number of
instances); and

‘‘(x) comparisons on the basis of loan pro-
gram, lender, Administration district and re-
gion, for all the data elements maintained.

‘‘(C) DEADLINE FOR OPERATIONAL CAPABIL-
ITY.—The database established under subpara-
graph (A) shall be operational not later than
March 31, 1997, and shall capture data begin-
ning on the first day of the first quarter of fiscal
year 1997 beginning after such date and there-
after.’’.
SEC. 103. SECTION 7(a) LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) SERVICING AND LIQUIDATION OF LOANS BY
PREFERRED LENDERS.—Section 7(a)(2)(C)(ii)(II)
(15 U.S.C. 636(a)(2)(C)(ii)(II)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(II) complete authority to service and liq-
uidate such loans without obtaining the prior
specific approval of the Administration for rou-
tine servicing and liquidation activities, but
shall not take any actions creating an actual or
apparent conflict of interest.’’.

(b) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.—Section
7(a)(19) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(19)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(19)(A) CERTIFIED LENDERS PROGRAM.—
‘‘(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—In addition to the Pre-

ferred Lenders Program authorized by the pro-
viso in section 5(b)(7), the Administration is au-
thorized to establish a Certified Lenders Pro-
gram for lenders who establish their knowledge
of Administration laws and regulations concern-
ing the guaranteed loan program and their pro-
ficiency in program requirements.

‘‘(ii) SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION.—The des-
ignation of a lender as a certified lender shall be
suspended or revoked at any time that the Ad-
ministration determines that the lender is not
adhering to its rules and regulations or that the
loss experience of the lender is excessive as com-
pared to other lenders, but such suspension or
revocation shall not affect any outstanding
guarantee.

‘‘(B) UNIFORM AND SIMPLIFIED LOAN FORMS.—
In order to encourage all lending institutions
and other entities making loans authorized
under this subsection to provide loans of $50,000
or less in guarantees to eligible small business
loan applicants, the Administration shall de-
velop and allow participating lenders to solely
utilize a uniform and simplified loan form for
such loans.

‘‘(C) LOW DOCUMENTATION LOAN PROGRAM.—
The Administrator may carry out the low docu-
mentation loan program for loans of $100,000 or
less only through Preferred Lenders and Cer-
tified Lenders, or lenders with significant expe-
rience making small business loans. The Admin-
istration shall give special consideration to lend-
ers who have made loans under the authority of
this section. The Administrator shall promulgate
regulations defining the experience necessary
for lenders other than Preferred or Certified
Lenders for participation as a lender in the low
documentation loan program no later than 90
days after the date of enactment of this sub-
section.
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‘‘(D) AUTHORITY LIQUIDATE LOANS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Lenders participating in the

Certified Lenders Program shall have authority
to liquidate loans made with a guarantee from
the Administration.

‘‘(ii) APPROVAL.—The Administrator has the
authority to require a certified lender to request
approval of a routine liquidation activity, and if
the Administrator does not approve or deny a
request made by a certified lender within a pe-
riod of 3 business days, such request shall be
deemed to be approved.

‘‘(E) LOW DOCUMENTATION LOAN PROGRAM
SUBSIDY RATE.—The Administrator shall with
the assistance of the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget establish and monitor,
on an annual basis, the subsidy rate for the low
documentation loan program, independently of
other loans authorized by this section.’’.

(c) LIMITATION ON CONDUCTING PILOT
PROJECTS.—Section 7(a) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(25) LIMITATION ON CONDUCTING PILOT
PROJECTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 10 percent
of the total number of loans guaranteed in any
fiscal year under this subsection may be award-
ed as part of a pilot program which is com-
menced by the Administrator on or after October
1, 1996.

‘‘(B) PILOT PROGRAM DEFINED.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘pilot program’ means any lend-
ing program initiative, project, innovation, or
other activity not specifically authorized by
law.’’.

(d) SECURITIZATION OF UNGUARANTEED POR-
TIONS OF SBA LOANS.—Section 5(f)(3) (15 U.S.C.
634(f)(3)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ‘‘The Administration may not pro-
hibit a lender from securitizing the nonguaran-
teed portion of any loan made under section
7(a). In order to reduce the risk of loss to the
government in the event of default, the Adminis-
tration shall require all lenders securitizing, or
requesting Administration approval for the
securitization of the nonguaranteed portion of
any loan after August 1, 1996, to retain exposure
of up to 10 percent of the amount of the loan,
which percentage shall be applicable uniformly
to both depository institutions and other lend-
ers.’’.

(e) CONDITIONS ON PURCHASE OF LOANS.—
(1) SERVICING FEE.—Section 5(g)(5) (15 U.S.C.

634(g)(5)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(C) In the event the Administration pays a
claim under a guarantee issued under this Act,
the servicing fees paid to the lender from the
earliest date of default to the date of payment of
the claim shall be no more than the agreed upon
rate, minus one percent.’’.

(2) PAYMENT OF ACCRUED INTEREST.—Section
7(a)(17) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(17) The Administration’’ and
inserting ‘‘(17)(A) The Administration’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) Any bank or other lending institution

making a claim for payment on the guaranteed
portion of a loan made under this subsection
shall be paid the accrued interest due on the
loan from the earliest date of default to the date
of payment of the claim at a rate not to exceed
the rate of interest on the loan on the date of
default, minus one percent.’’.

(f) PLAN FOR TRANSFER OF LOAN SERVICING
FUNCTIONS TO CENTRALIZED CENTERS.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REQUIRED.—The
Administrator of the Small Business Administra-
tion shall submit a detailed plan for consolidat-
ing, in one or more centralized centers, the per-
formance of the various functions relating to the
servicing of loans directly made or guaranteed
by the Administration pursuant to the Small
Business Act, addressing the matters described
in paragraph (2) by the deadline specified in
paragraph (3).

(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—In addition to such
other matters as the Administrator may deem

appropriate, the plan required by paragraph (1)
shall include—

(A) the proposed number and location of such
centralized loan processing centers;

(B) the proposed workload (identified by type
and numbers of loans and their geographic ori-
gin by the Small Business Administration dis-
trict office) and staffing of each such center;

(C) a detailed, time-phased plan for the trans-
fer of the identified loan servicing functions to
each proposed center; and

(D) any identified impediments to the timely
execution of the proposed plan (including ade-
quacy of available financial resources, avail-
ability of needed personnel, facilities, and relat-
ed equipment) and the Administrator’s rec-
ommendations for addressing such impediments.

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—The plan re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall be submitted to
the Committees on the Small Business of the
House of Representatives and Senate not later
than February 28, 1997.

(g) PREFERRED LENDER STANDARD REVIEW
PROGRAM.—Not later than 60 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator
shall issue a request for proposals regarding the
standard review program for the Preferred
Lender Program established by section 5(b)(7) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 634(b)(7)). The
Administrator shall require such standard re-
view for each new entrant to the Preferred
Lender Program.

(h) INDEPENDENT STUDY OF LOAN PRO-
GRAMS.—

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator
shall conduct a comprehensive assessment of the
performance of the loan programs authorized by
section 7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(a)) and title V of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661) addressing the
matters described in paragraph (2) and resulting
in a report to Congress pursuant to paragraph
(5).

(2) MATTERS TO BE ASSESSED.—In addition to
such other matters as the Administrator consid-
ers appropriate, the assessment required by
paragraph (1) shall address, with respect to
each loan program described in paragraph (1)
for each of the fiscal years described in para-
graph (3)—

(A) the number and frequency of deferrals
and defaults;

(B) default rates;
(C) comparative loss rates, by—
(i) type of lender (separately addressing pre-

ferred lenders, certified lenders, and general
participation lenders);

(ii) term of the loan; and
(iii) dollar value of the loan at disbursement;

and
(D) the economic models used by the Office of

Management and Budget to calculate the credit
subsidy rate applicable to the loan programs.

(3) PERIOD OF ASSESSMENT.—The assessments
undertaken pursuant to paragraph (2) shall ad-
dress data for the period beginning with the
first full fiscal year of the implementation of
each loan program described in paragraph (1)
through fiscal year 1995.

(4) PERFORMANCE BY THE PRIVATE SECTOR.—
(A) CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.—A private

sector contractor shall be used by the Adminis-
trator to conduct the assessment required by
paragraph (1) and to prepare the report to Con-
gress required by paragraph (3).

(B) SOLICITATION AND AWARD.—The contract
shall be awarded pursuant to a solicitation is-
sued not later than 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, which shall provide for
full and open competition. The Administrator
shall make every reasonable effort to award the
contract not later that 60 days after the date
specified in the solicitation for receipt of propos-
als.

(C) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide to the contractor access to
any information collected by or available to the
Administration with regard to the loan pro-

grams being assessed. The contractor shall pre-
serve the confidentiality of any information for
which confidentiality is protected by law or
properly asserted by the person submitting such
information.

(D) CONTRACT FUNDING.—The Administrator
shall fund the cost of the contract from the
amounts appropriated for the salaries and ex-
penses of the Administration for fiscal year 1997.

(5) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
(A) CONTENTS.—The contractor shall submit a

report of—
(i) its analyses of the matters to be assessed

pursuant to paragraph (2); and
(ii) its independent recommendations, with re-

spect to each loan program, regarding—
(I) improving the Administration’s timely col-

lection and subsequent management of data to
measure the performance of each loan program
described in paragraph (1); and

(II) reducing loss rates for each such loan pro-
gram.

(B) SUBMISSION BY CONTRACTOR.—The con-
tractor shall submit the report required by sub-
paragraph (A) not later than 6 months after the
date of the contract award.

(C) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—The Adminis-
trator shall submit the report received from the
contractor pursuant to subparagraph (B) to the
Committees on Small Business of the House of
Representatives and the Senate within 30 days
of receipt of the report. The Administrator shall
append his comments, and those of the Office of
Management and Budget, if any, to the report.

(i) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The General Accounting Of-

fice shall conduct a comparison of the cost of
liquidation for—

(A) loans guaranteed under the Preferred
Lenders Program that are authorized by section
7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a))
and liquidated by the Preferred Lenders;

(B) loans made and liquidated by, Preferred
Lenders, but not guaranteed under the author-
ity in section 7(a); and

(C) loans guaranteed by the Small Business
Administration under the authority in section
7(a) and liquidated by the Administration, tak-
ing into account all of the related costs incurred
by the Federal Government.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after
the date of enactment of this Act the General
Accounting Office shall deliver the results of the
study to the Committees on Small Business of
the House and Senate.
SEC. 104. DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM.

(a) INTEREST RATE.—Section 7(c) (15 U.S.C.
636(c)) is amended by redesignating paragraphs
(6) and (7) as paragraphs (8) and (9), respec-
tively, and by inserting after paragraph (5) the
following:

‘‘(6) DISASTERS COMMENCING AFTER OCTOBER
1, 1996.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the interest rate on the Federal share of
any loan made under subsection (b)(1) and
(b)(2) on account of a disaster commencing on or
after October 1, 1996, shall be in the case of a
homeowner, or business, or other concern, in-
cluding agricultural cooperatives, unable to ob-
tain credit elsewhere, at the rate prescribed by
the Administration but not more than 3⁄4 of the
rate determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, taking into consideration the current aver-
age market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States with remaining
periods to maturity comparable to the average
maturities of such loans plus an additional
charge of not to exceed 1 percent per annum as
determined by the Administrator, and adjusted
to the nearest 1⁄8 of 1 percent.

‘‘(7) LIABILITY.—Whoever wrongfully
misapplies the proceeds of a loan under sub-
section (b) shall be liable to the Administrator in
an amount equal to 11⁄2 times the original prin-
cipal amount of the loan.’’.

(b) PRIVATE SECTOR LOAN SERVICING DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.—
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(1)(A) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM REQUIRED.—

The Administration shall conduct a demonstra-
tion program, within the parameters described
in paragraph (2), to evaluate the comparative
costs and benefits of having the Administra-
tion’s portfolio of disaster loans serviced under
contract rather than directly by employees of
the Administration.

(B) INITIATION DATE.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministration shall issue a request for proposals
for the program parameters described in para-
graph (2).

(2) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM PARAMETERS.—
(A) LOAN SAMPLE.—The sample of loans for

the demonstration program shall be randomly
drawn from the Administration’s portfolio of
loans made pursuant to section 7(b) of the Small
Business Act and include 20,000 loans for resi-
dential properties and 5,000 loans for commer-
cial properties.

(B) CONTRACT AND OPTIONS.—The Administra-
tion shall solicit and competitively award one or
more contracts to service the loans included in
the sample of loans described in subparagraph
(A) for a term of 2 years with 5 2-year options,
each to be awarded subject to subparagraph (C).

(C) ASSESSMENTS OF PERFORMANCE.—Prior to
award of any contract option, the Administra-
tion shall assess the costs and performance of
each contractor and compare such costs and
such performance to the costs and performance
of servicing disaster loans by employees of the
Administration. The Administrator shall not ex-
ercise a contract option if the cost of perform-
ance of the loan servicing by the contractor ex-
ceeds the cost of performance of the loan servic-
ing by employees of the Administration. The Ad-
ministrator may terminate the contract during
its initial term (or any subsequent option pe-
riod), based upon performance and cost criteria
specified in the solicitation and included in the
contract.

(D) DISPOSITION OF GOVERNMENT FURNISHED
PROPERTY.—The contract shall require the con-
tractor to—

(i) maintain the confidentiality of the loan
files furnished by the Administration; and

(ii) return such loan files and other Govern-
ment-furnished property within a specified pe-
riod after expiration (or termination) of the con-
tract.

(3) TERM OF DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration program

required by paragraph (1) shall commence on
the first day of the first fiscal year quarter after
the award of the contract and continue through
the last day of the fiscal year quarter at the ex-
piration of the 2-year contract period or any
subsequent contract option.

(B) EARLY TERMINATION.—If the Adminis-
trator terminates each contract pursuant to
paragraph (2)(C), the demonstration program
shall end on the effective date of such termi-
nation.

(4) REPORTS.—
(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Administrator

shall submit to the Committees on Small Busi-
ness of the House of Representatives and Senate
interim reports on the conduct of the demonstra-
tion program not later than 60 days prior to the
expiration of the initial 2-year contract perform-
ance period, each subsequent option period, or
termination of a contract. The contractor shall
be afforded a reasonable opportunity to attach
comments to each such report.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—The Administrator shall
submit to the Committees on Small Business of
the House of Representatives and Senate a final
report within 120 days of the termination of the
demonstration program.

(c) DEFINITION OF DISASTER.—(1) Section 3(k)
(15 U.S.C. 632(k)) is amended by striking ‘‘ocean
conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘ocean conditions, or
government action (regulatory or otherwise)’’.

(2) For the purposes of this Act this amend-
ment shall be considered effective with respect
to any disaster occurring on or after March 1,
1994.

SEC. 105. MICROLOAN DEMONSTRATION PRO-
GRAM.

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANT REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 7(m)(4) (15 U.S.C. 636(m)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘25 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘20 percent’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘25 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘35 percent’’.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF GUARANTEED
MICROLOAN PILOT PROGRAM.—

(1) ACTION REQUIRED.—The Administrator
shall implement or submit a detailed report ex-
plaining the impediments to the implementation
of a Guaranteed Microloan Pilot Program pur-
suant to section 7(m)(12) (15 U.S.C. 636(m)(12))
addressing the matters described in paragraph
(2) by the deadline specified in paragraph (3).

(2) CONTENTS OF IMPLEMENTATION REPORT.—
In addition to such other matters as the Admin-
istrator may deem appropriate, the plan re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include any iden-
tified impediments to implementation of a Guar-
anteed Microloan Pilot Program that, in the
opinion of the Administrator, require amend-
ments to the program’s authorizing legislation,
and if such impediments are identified, includes
recommendations for such statutory changes.

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—The plan re-
quired by paragraph (2) shall be submitted to
the Committees on Small Business of the House
of Representatives and Senate not later than
December 1, 1996.

(c) LIMITATION ON FUNDING.—In the event
that the Administrator shall fail to submit the
report required by subsection (b)(1) by the dead-
line specified in subsection (b)(3), none of the
amounts appropriated to carry out the
Microloan Program authorized by section
7(m)(12) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(m)(12)) during fiscal year 1997 may be ex-
pended until such time as the pilot program is
implemented or the report is submitted.
SEC. 106. SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CEN-

TER PROGRAM.
(a) ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR SMALL

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.—
(1) DUTIES.—Section 21(h) (15 U.S.C. 648(h)) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(h) ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR SMALL

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS.—
‘‘(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.—The

Administrator shall appoint an Associate Ad-
ministrator for Small Business Development
Centers who shall report to an official who is
not more than one level below the Office of the
Administrator and who shall serve without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5 governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and with-
out regard to chapter 51, and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of such title relating to classification
and General Schedule pay rates, but at a rate
not less than the rate of GS–17 of the General
Schedule.

‘‘(2) DUTIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The sole responsibility of

the Associate Administrator for Small Business
Development Centers shall be to administer the
small business development center program. Du-
ties of the position shall include, but are not
limited to, recommending the annual program
budget, reviewing the annual budgets submitted
by each applicant, establishing appropriate
funding levels therefore, selecting applicants to
participate in this program, implementing the
provisions of this section, maintaining a clear-
inghouse to provide for the dissemination and
exchange of information between small business
development centers and conducting audits of
recipients of grants under this section.

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS.—In car-
rying out the duties described in this subsection,
the Associate Administrator shall confer with
and seek the advice of the Board established by
subsection (i) and Administration officials in
areas served by the small business development
centers; however, the Associate Administrator
shall be responsible for the management and ad-

ministration of the program and shall not be
subject to the approval or concurrence of such
Administration officials.’’.

(2) REFERENCES TO ASSOCIATE ADMINIS-
TRATOR.—Section 21 (15 U.S.C. 648) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (c)(7) by striking ‘‘Deputy
Associate Administrator of the Small Business
Development Center program’’ and inserting
‘‘Associate Administrator for Small Business De-
velopment Centers’’; and

(B) in subsection (i)(2) by striking ‘‘Deputy
Associate Administrator for Management Assist-
ance’’ and inserting ‘‘Associate Administrator
for Small Business Development Centers’’.

(b) EXTENSION OR RENEWAL OF COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—Section 21(k)(3) (15 U.S.C.
648(k)(3)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) EXTENSION OR RENEWAL OF COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In extending or renewing a
cooperative agreement of a small business devel-
opment center, the Administration shall con-
sider the results of the examination and certifi-
cation program conducted pursuant to para-
graphs (1) and (2).

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—After
September 30, 2000, the Administration may not
renew or extend any cooperative agreement with
a small business development center unless the
center has been approved under the certification
program conducted pursuant to this subsection;
except that the Associate Administrator for
Small Business Development Centers may waive
such certification requirement, in the discretion
of the Associate Administrator, upon a showing
that the center is making a good faith effort to
obtain certification.’’.

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 21(l) (15
U.S.C. 648(l)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(l) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The authority to
enter into contracts shall be in effect for each
fiscal year only to the extent and in the
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts. After the administration has en-
tered a contract, either as a grant or a coopera-
tive agreement, with any applicant under this
section, it shall not suspend, terminate, or fail
to renew or extend any such contract unless the
Administration provides the applicant with
written notification setting forth the reasons
therefore and affording the applicant an oppor-
tunity for a hearing, appeal, or other adminis-
trative proceeding under the provisions of chap-
ter 5 of title 5, United States Code.’’.
SEC. 107. MISCELLANEOUS AUTHORITIES TO PRO-

VIDE LOANS AND OTHER FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE.

(a) FUNDING LIMITATION; SEMINARS.—Section
7(d) (15 U.S.C. 636(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)’’;
and

(2) by striking paragraph (2).
(b) TRADE ADJUSTMENT LOANS.—Section 7(e)

(15 U.S.C. 636(e)) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(e) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
(c) WAIVER OF CREDIT ELSEWHERE TEST FOR

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES.—Section 7(f) (15
U.S.C. 636(f)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(f) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
(d) LOANS TO SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS FOR

SOLAR ENERGY AND ENERGY CONSERVATION
MEASURES.—Section 7(l) (15 U.S.C. 636(l)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(l) ƒRESERVED≈.’’.
SEC. 108. SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVENESS

DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.
(a) EXTENSION OF DEMONSTRATION PRO-

GRAM.—Section 711(c) of the Small Business
Competitiveness Demonstration Program Act of
1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3890) is
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 1996’’ and
inserting ‘‘September 30, 2000’’.

(b) REPORTING OF SUBCONTRACT PARTICIPA-
TION IN CONTRACTS FOR ARCHITECTURAL AND
ENGINEERING SERVICES.—Section 714(b)(5) of the
Small Business Competitiveness Demonstration
Program Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102
Stat. 3892) is amended to read as follows:
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‘‘(5) DURATION.—The system described in sub-

section (a) shall be established not later than
October 1, 1996 (or as soon as practicable there-
after on the first day of a subsequent quarter of
fiscal year 1997), and shall terminate on Septem-
ber 30, 2000.’’.

(c) REFERENCES TO ARCHITECTURAL AND ENGI-
NEERING SERVICES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Competi-
tiveness Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15
U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3889 et seq.) is amend-
ed in subsections (a)(3) and (d) by striking ‘‘sur-
veying and mapping’’ and inserting ‘‘surveying,
mapping, and landscape architecture’’.

(2) DESIGNATED INDUSTRY GROUPS.—Section
717(d) of the Small Business Competitiveness
Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C.
644 note; 102 Stat. 3894) is amended by inserting
‘‘standard industrial classification codes 0781 (if
identified as pertaining to architecture serv-
ices),’’ after ‘‘(if identified as pertaining to map-
ping services),’’.

(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 716 of the Small

Business Competitiveness Demonstration Pro-
gram Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat.
3893) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘fiscal year
1991 and 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal
years 1991 through 1999’’;

(B) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘results’’
and inserting ‘‘cumulative results’’; and

(C) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘1996’’ and
inserting ‘‘1999’’.

(2) CUMULATIVE REPORT THROUGH FISCAL YEAR
1995.—A cumulative report of the results of the
Small Business Competitiveness Demonstration
Program for fiscal years 1991 through 1995 shall
be submitted not later than 60 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act pursuant to
section 716(a) of the Small Business Competitive-
ness Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (15
U.S.C. 644 note; 102 Stat. 3893), as amended by
paragraph (1) of this subsection.
SEC. 109. AMENDMENT TO SMALL BUSINESS

GUARANTEED CREDIT ENHANCE-
MENT ACT OF 1993.

(a) Section 7 of the Small Business Guaran-
teed Credit Enhancement Act of 1993 (Public
Law 103–81; 15 U.S.C. 634 note) is repealed effec-
tive September 29, 1996.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the Small Business Guaranteed Credit
Enhancement Act of 1993 (Public Law 103–81; 15
U.S.C. 631 note) is amended by striking the item
relating to section 7.
SEC. 110. 1998 AUTHORIZATIONS.

Section 20 (15 U.S.C. 631 note) is amended—
(1) in subsection (p), by striking ‘‘authorized

for fiscal year 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘authorized
for each of fiscal years 1997 and 1998’’;

(2) by striking subsection (p)(3)(B) and by in-
serting the following:

‘‘(B) $268,000,000 in guarantees of debentures;
and’’;

(3) in subsection (q)(1) by striking ‘‘fiscal year
1997’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 1997
and 1998’’; and

(4) in subsection (q)(2) by striking ‘‘year 1997’’
and inserting ‘‘years 1997 and 1998’’.
SEC. 111. LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION FOR EXPORT

WORKING CAPITAL LOANS.

Section 7(a)(2) (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(2)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(D) PARTICIPATION UNDER EXPORT WORKING
CAPITAL PROGRAM.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), in an agreement to participate in a
loan on a deferred basis under the Export Work-
ing Capital Program established pursuant to
paragraph (14)(A), such participation by the
Administration shall be equal to the rate speci-
fied under this paragraph as in effect on the
day before the date of the enactment of the
Small Business Lending Enhancement Act of
1995.’’.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT ACT

SEC. 201. REFERENCES.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
SEC. 202. MODIFICATIONS TO DEVELOPMENT

COMPANY DEBENTURE PROGRAM.
(a) DECREASED LOAN TO VALUE RATIOS.—Sec-

tion 502(3) (15 U.S.C. 696(3)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(3) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any development company

assisted under this section or section 503 of this
title must meet the criteria established by the
Administration, including the extent of partici-
pation to be required or amount of paid-in cap-
ital to be used in each instance as is determined
to be reasonable by the Administration.

‘‘(B) COMMUNITY INJECTION FUNDS.—
‘‘(i) SOURCES OF FUNDS.—Community injection

funds may be derived, in whole or in part,
from—

‘‘(I) State or local governments;
‘‘(II) banks or other financial institutions;
‘‘(III) foundations or other not-for-profit in-

stitutions; or
‘‘(IV) the small business concern (or its own-

ers, stockholders, or affiliates) receiving assist-
ance through a body authorized by this title.

‘‘(ii) FUNDING FROM INSTITUTIONS.—Not less
than 50 percent of the total cost of any project
financed pursuant to clauses (i), (ii), or (iii) of
subparagraph (C) shall come from the institu-
tions described in subclauses (I), (II), and (III)
of clause (i).

‘‘(C) FUNDING FROM A SMALL BUSINESS CON-
CERN.—The small business concern (or its own-
ers, stockholders, or affiliates) receiving assist-
ance through a body authorized by this title
shall provide—

‘‘(i) at least 15 percent of the total cost of the
project financed, if the small business concern
has been in operation for a period of 2 years or
less;

‘‘(ii) at least 15 percent of the total cost of the
project financed if the project involves the con-
struction of a limited or single purpose building
or structure;

‘‘(iii) at least 20 percent of the total cost of the
project financed if the project involves both of
the conditions set forth in clauses (i) and (ii); or

‘‘(iv) at least 10 percent of the total cost of the
project financed, in all other circumstances, at
the discretion of the development company.’’.

(b) GUARANTEE FEE FOR DEVELOPMENT COM-
PANY DEBENTURES.—Section 503(b)(7)(A) (15
U.S.C. 697(b)(7)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘0.125 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘0.8125 percent’’.

(c) FEES TO OFFSET SUBSIDY COST.—Section
503(d) (15 U.S.C. 697(d)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(d) CHARGES FOR ADMINISTRATION EX-
PENSES.—

‘‘(1) LEVEL OF CHARGES.—The Administration
may impose an additional charge for adminis-
trative expenses with respect to each debenture
for which payment of principal and interest is
guaranteed under subsection (a).

‘‘(2) PARTICIPATION FEE.—The Administration
shall also impose a one-time fee of 50 basis
points on the total participation in any project
of any institution described in subclause (I),
(II), or (III) of section 502(3)(B)(i). Such fee
shall be imposed only when the participation of
the institution will occupy a senior credit posi-
tion to that of the development company. Such
fee shall be collected by the development com-
pany, forwarded to the Administration, and
used to offset the cost (as such term is defined
in section 502 of the Credit Reform Act of 1990)
to the Administration of making guarantees
under subsection (a).

‘‘(3) DEVELOPMENT COMPANY FEE.—The Ad-
ministration shall collect annually from each
development company a fee of 0.125 percent of
the outstanding principal balance of any guar-
anteed debenture authorized by the Administra-
tion after September 30, 1996. Such fee shall be
derived from the servicing fees collected by the
development company pursuant to regulation,
and shall not be derived from any additional
fees imposed on small business concerns. All pro-
ceeds of the fee shall be used to offset the cost
(as such term is defined in section 502 of the
Credit Reform Act of 1990) to the Administration
of making guarantees under subsection (a).’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 503 (15 U.S.C.
697) is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The fees authorized by
subsections (b) and (c) shall apply to financings
approved by the Administration on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1996, but shall not apply to financings
approved by the Administration on or after Oc-
tober 1, 1997.’’.
SEC. 203. REQUIRED ACTIONS UPON DEFAULT.

Section 503 (15 U.S.C. 697) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(g) REQUIRED ACTIONS UPON DEFAULT.—
‘‘(1) DEADLINES.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL ACTIONS.—Not later than the

45th day after the date on which a payment on
a loan funded through a debenture guaranteed
under this section is due and not received, the
Administration shall—

‘‘(i) take all necessary steps to bring such a
loan current; or

‘‘(ii) implement a formal written deferral
agreement.

‘‘(B) PURCHASE OR ACCELERATION OF DEBEN-
TURE.—Not later than the 65th day after the
date on which a payment on a loan described in
subparagraph (A) is due and not received, and
absent a formal written deferral agreement, the
Administration shall take all necessary steps to
purchase or accelerate the debenture.

‘‘(2) PREPAYMENT PENALTIES.—The Adminis-
tration shall, with respect to the portion of any
project derived from funds set forth in section
502(3)—

‘‘(A) negotiate the elimination of any prepay-
ment penalties or late fees on defaulted loans
made prior to September 30, 1996;

‘‘(B) decline to pay any prepayment penalty
or late fee on the default based purchase of
loans issued after September 30, 1996; and

‘‘(C) for any project financed after September
30, 1996, decline to pay any default interest rate
higher than the interest rate on the note prior
to the date of default.’’.
SEC. 204. LOAN LIQUIDATION PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
carry out a loan liquidation pilot program (in
this section referred to as the ‘‘pilot program’’)
in accordance with the requirements of this sec-
tion.

(b) SELECTION OF DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES.—
Not later than 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Administrator shall
allow not less than 15 development companies
authorized to make loans and issue debentures
under title V of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 to participate in the pilot program.
The development companies admitted shall
agree not to take any action that would create
a potential conflict of interest involving the de-
velopment company, the third party lender, or
an associate of the third party lender. In order
to qualify to participate in the pilot, each devel-
opment company shall—

(1) have a minimum of 6 years experience in
the program established by such title V;

(2) have made, during the last 6 fiscal years,
an average of 10 loans per year through the pro-
gram established by such title V; and

(3) have a minimum of 2 years experience, ei-
ther independently or through an agent, in liq-
uidating loans under the authority of a Federal,
State, or other lending program.
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(c) AUTHORITY OF DEVELOPMENT COMPA-

NIES.—The development companies selected
under subsection (b) shall, for all loans in their
portfolio of loans made through debentures
guaranteed under title V of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 that are in default after
the date of enactment of this Act, be authorized
to—

(1) perform all liquidation and foreclosure
functions, including the acceleration or pur-
chase of community injection funds; and

(2) liquidate such loans in a reasonable and
sound manner and according to commercially
accepted practices.

(d) AUTHORITY OF THE ADMINISTRATOR.—In
carrying out the pilot program, the Adminis-
trator shall—

(1) have full authority to deny participation
in the pilot program or rescind the authority
granted any development company under this
section upon a 10-day written notice stating the
reasons for the denial or rescission; and

(2) implement the pilot program no later than
90 days after the admission of the development
companies specified in subsection (b).

(e) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall

issue a report on the results of the pilot program
to the Committees on Small Business of the
House of Representatives and the Senate. The
report shall include information relating to—

(A) the total dollar amount of each loan and
project liquidated;

(B) the total dollar amount guaranteed by the
Administration;

(C) total dollar losses;
(D) total recoveries both as percentage of the

amount guaranteed and the total cost of the
project; and

(E) a comparison of the pilot program infor-
mation with the same information for liquida-
tion conducted outside the pilot program over
the period of time.

(2) REPORTING PERIOD.—The report shall be
based on data from, and issued not later than 90
days after the close of, the first eight 8 fiscal
quarters of the pilot program’s operation after
the date of implementation.
SEC. 205. REGISTRATION OF CERTIFICATES.

(a) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO SMALL
BUSINESS ACT.—Section 5(h) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 634(h)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) by striking ‘‘(h)’’ and inserting ‘‘(h)(1)’’;
(3) by striking subparagraph (A), as redesig-

nated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
inserting the following:

‘‘(A) provide for a central registration of all
loans and trust certificates sold pursuant to
subsections (f) and (g) of this section;’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the utilization of a book-entry or other elec-
tronic form of registration for trust certificates.
The Administration may, with the consent of
the Secretary of the Treasury, use the book-
entry system of the Federal Reserve System.’’.

(b) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO SMALL
BUSINESS INVESTMENT COMPANY PROGRAM.—
Section 321(f) (15 U.S.C. 6871(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘Such central
registration shall include’’ and all that follows
through the period at the end of the paragraph;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the use of a book-entry or other electronic form
of registration for trust certificates.’’.

(c) CERTIFICATES SOLD PURSUANT TO DEVEL-
OPMENT COMPANY PROGRAM.—Section 505(f) (15
U.S.C. 697b(f)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D);

(2) by striking ‘‘(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘(f)(1)’’;
(3) by striking subparagraph (A), as redesig-

nated by paragraph (1) of this subsection, and
inserting the following:

‘‘(A) provide for a central registration of all
trust certificates sold pursuant to this section;’’
and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit

the utilization of a book-entry or other elec-
tronic form of registration for trust certifi-
cates.’’.
SEC. 206. PREFERRED SURETY BOND GUARANTEE

PROGRAM.
(a) ADMISSIONS OF ADDITIONAL PROGRAM

PARTICIPANTS.—Section 411(a) (15 U.S.C. 694(a))
is amended by adding a new paragraph (5), as
follows:

‘‘(5)(A) The Administration shall promptly act
upon an application from a surety to participate
in the Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee Pro-
gram, authorized by paragraph (3), in accord-
ance with criteria and procedures established in
regulations pursuant to subsection (d).

‘‘(B) The Administration is authorized to re-
duce the allotment of bond guarantee authority
or terminate the participation of a surety in the
Preferred Surety Bond Guarantee Program
based on the rate of participation of such surety
during the 4 most recent fiscal year quarters
compared to the median rate of participation by
the other sureties in the program.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to ap-
plications received (or pending substantive eval-
uation) on or after October 1, 1995.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRS. MEYERS OF
KANSAS

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an en bloc amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendments offered by Mrs. MEYERS of

Kansas:
Page 7, line 24, strike ‘‘3’’ and insert ‘‘5’’.
Page 9, line 5, strike ‘‘shall’’ and insert

‘‘may’’.
Page 9, line 8, strike ‘‘after August 1, 1996’’.
Page 9, line 11, after ‘‘lenders’’ insert ‘‘un-

less the Administrator determines that the
lender, on a case by case basis, has under-
taken other agreements which retain an ac-
ceptable exposure to loss by the lender in the
event of default of a loan being securitized’’.

Page 17, line 9, after ‘‘percent’’ insert ‘‘but
not to exceed 7 per centum per annum’’.

Page 33, line 18, strike ‘‘0.8125’’ and insert
‘‘0.9375’’.

Page 38, line 5, after ‘‘funds’’ insert ‘‘, sub-
ject to such company obtaining prior written
approval from the Administrator before com-
mitting the agency to purchase any other in-
debtedness secured by the property: Provided,
That the Administrator shall approve or
deny a request for such purchase within a pe-
riod of 5 business days’’.

Page 38, line 8, after ‘‘practices’’ insert
‘‘pursuant to a liquidation plan approved by
the Administrator in advance of its imple-
mentation. If the Administrator does not ap-
prove or deny a request made by a certified
development company within a period of 5
business days, such request shall be deemed
to be approved’’.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendments be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-

man, the manager’s amendment at the
desk is a compromise designed to rem-
edy a few possible flaws in the underly-

ing bill. I want to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LAFALCE], the
SBA, and the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. TALENT], and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], and others who
have contributed their time and assist-
ance with this amendment, and I ask
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment is
very simple and I will briefly explain
its provisions.

In title I, it amends section 103 to ex-
tend the amount of time the Small
Business Administration has to re-
spond to liquidation plans and requests
from certified lenders participating in
the 7(a) loan program from 3 days to 5.
This change is added because the need
was recognized to give the SBA a little
more time to respond to such requests.

The amendment also changes the
securitization provision in section 103
to clarify the intent of the committee.
Currently, non-bank lenders in the 7(a)
program may sell the nonguaranteed
portion of their 7(a) loans on the sec-
ondary market, thereby freeing up
funds for further much needed small
business lending. Unfortunately, banks
are not accorded the same privileges.
H.R. 3719 changes that and also re-
quires the SBA to determine whether a
lender, bank or non-bank, needs to
keep a reserve. Mr. TALENT and Mr.
BENTSEN felt that the language needed
further clarifications and we gladly ac-
commodated that request in this
amendment.

In section 104 of H.R. 3719 the com-
mittee proposes an amendment to
place a limit of 7 percent on the inter-
est rate charged for disaster loans to
homeowners and businesses without
credit available elsewhere. This cap is
lower than the maximum interest rate
of 8 percent charged to those with cred-
it available to them, but still reflects
the committee’s desire to balance the
need to control costs and our desire to
aid those afflicted by disasters.

The manager’s amendment also
amends section 203 to adjust the in-
crease in the fee imposed on borrowers
in the section 504 loan program. This
adjustment is necessary to bring the
subsidy rate for this program down the
last bit to achieve a zero subsidy rate.
The committee is not pleased with hav-
ing to take these steps but our alter-
native is to abandon a vital job creat-
ing program.

Finally, the amendment makes some
further adjustments in the pilot liq-
uidation program for the certified de-
velopment companies participating in
the 504 program. The amendments will
require the development companies to
obtain SBA approval prior to obligat-
ing the agency to purchasing any in-
debtedness needed to speed the liquida-
tion process. In addition, the amend-
ment requires that development com-
panies file liquidation plans with the
SBA to help the agency track the
progress and activities of the pilot pro-
gram participants.
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Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the manager’s amend-
ment. I think it adds significantly to
the merit of the bill. Most importantly,
I want to thank the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS] for being so gra-
cious and so conciliatory in the discus-
sions not only of the bill but, most re-
cently yesterday and today, the man-
ager’s amendment. She was extremely
conciliatory, and that made it so much
easier to come to the floor. I want to
thank the gentlewoman again.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

The amendments were agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At

the end of title II insert the following new
section:

It is the sense of the Congress that the sub-
sidy models prepared by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget relative to loan pro-
grams sponsored by the United States Small
Business Administration have a tendency to:

1. Overestimate potential risks of loss and;
2. Overemphasize historical losses that

may be anomalous and do not truly reflect
the success of the programs as a whole.

Consequently, Congress mandates the inde-
pendent study in Section 103(h) with hopes of
improving the ability of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to more accurately re-
flect the budgetary implications of such pro-
grams.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, as I

had stated in the general debate and
with the sound advice and counsel of
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE], our ranking Democrat, and the
gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. MEY-
ERS], our great chairwoman, I am con-
cerned about some of the pessimistic
and at times incorrect assumptions
that have been made by the OMB. Let
there be no mistake. I think especially
with the 504 program it has caused
problems.

I am a strong supporter of this bill,
but my amendment really reempha-
sizes the fact that in that independent
study, section 103–H, there are several
new areas to be presented that the Con-
gress is looking at relative to OMB
evaluations, and that is overestimation
of potential risks of loss, and at times
an overemphasis on historical losses
that may not be necessarily accurate
and truly reflect the success of the pro-
grams as a whole.

Mr. Chairman, the 504 program is
very important, as I said earlier, a
half-a-million jobs, 47,784 for Ohio. I
think by some of their estimates it has
caused that program, the subsidy con-
cern, to be really, really problematic.

So Members on both sides of the aisle
in Ohio joined forces with me. I
brought it to our committees. All it
does is reemphasize what we have done,
but it again emphasizes those specific
points that I think speak to this issue.
And if it does not resolve, we will basi-
cally handcuff communities from the
504 program.

So with that, I thank the gentle-
woman for the time. I appreciate her
being so considerate. We have been
working on this for some time, and I
am glad that this vehicle today is here
and we can play a part in it like this.
I ask for my colleagues’ support on this
amendment.

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
state that I have no objection to the
Traficant amendment. Indeed, it
echoes the directive in H.R. 3719 to
have an independent study of OMB’s
assumptions in subsidy rate calcula-
tions. It certainly expresses the frus-
tration that I think was felt by me and
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA-
FALCE] and the entire committee over
this year’s subsidy rates. I do not think
anybody was at fault. But being told in
October that the subsidy rate is one
thing and in March that it has changed
dramatically made it difficult for all of
us. Therefore, I would be happy to ac-
cept the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I support primarily
the thrust of the amendment. I do want
to point out that I might have worded
it a bit differently had I drafted it, but
I do not want to quibble on words. The
thrust of it is something I concur with.

This is not a case of shooting the
messenger because of the message. No,
this is a case of really stating our puz-
zlement at this sudden about-face and
our wondering whether or not the un-
derlying assumptions of the reconsid-
ered subsidy rate are truly valid. It is
our way of underscoring our desire to
have the OMB not only come out and
tell us that something is dramatically
different but showing us precisely what
their economic assumptions were to
validate their new conclusions.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would have
been helpful if they could have done
that. I think that this amendment will
help ensure that they do that in the fu-
ture.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the commit-

tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT

of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 3719), to amend
the Small Business Act and Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 516, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 406]

YEAS—408

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski

Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
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Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham

LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula

Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—25

Canady
Chrysler
Collins (IL)
Conyers
de la Garza
Deutsch
Dooley
Durbin
Engel

Fields (TX)
Ganske
Geren
Gibbons
Hansen
Harman
Hayes
Kingston
Lantos

Nadler
Quillen
Rose
Sanford
Williams
Young (AK)
Zeliff

b 1514

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members be given 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 3719.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kansas?

There was no objection.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent from rollcall votes Nos. 402,
403, 404, 405, and 406 because of a manda-
tory evacuation in my hometown of Savannah,
GA, due to Hurricane Fran’s approach to the
Georgia coastline. If I had been present I
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on all five of these
votes.
f

BILL EMERSON GOOD SAMARITAN
FOOD DONATION ACT

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2428) to
encourage the donation of food and
grocery products to nonprofit organiza-
tions for distribution to needy individ-
uals by giving the Model Good Samari-
tan Food Donation Act the full force
and effect of law, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows:
Senate amendments: Page 2, line 8, after

‘‘striking’’ insert: ‘‘the title heading and’’.
Page 2, strike out line 15 and insert: Sa-

maritan’’;
(C) in subsection (b)(7), to read as follows:
‘‘(7) GROSS NEGLIGENCE.—The term ‘gross

negligence’ means voluntary and conscious
conduct (including a failure to act) by a per-
son who, at the time of the conduct, knew
that the conduct was likely to be harmful to
the health or well-being of another person.’’;

Page 2, strike out all after line 15, over to
and including line 11 on page 3 and insert:

(D) by striking subsection (c) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) LIABILITY FOR DAMAGES FROM DO-
NATED FOOD AND GROCERY PRODUCTS.—

‘‘(1) LIABILITY OF PERSON OR GLEANER.—A
person or gleaner shall not be subject to civil
or criminal liability arising from the nature,
age, packaging, or condition of apparently
wholesome food or an apparently fit grocery
product that the person or gleaner donates
in good faith to a nonprofit organization for
ultimate distribution to needy individuals.

‘‘(2) LIABILITY OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZA-
TION.—A nonprofit organization shall not be
subject to civil or criminal liability arising
from the nature, age, packaging, or condi-
tion of apparently wholesome food or an ap-
parently fit grocery product that the non-
profit organization received as a donation in
good faith from a person or gleaner for ulti-
mate distribution to needy individuals.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraphs (1) and (2)
shall not apply to an injury to or death of an
ultimate user or recipient of the food or gro-
cery product that results from an act or
omission of the person, gleaner, or nonprofit
organization, as applicable, constituting
gross negligence or intentional mis-
conduct.’’; and

Page 3, after line 11 insert:
(E) in subsection (f), by adding at the end

the following: ‘‘Nothing in this section shall
be construed to supersede State or local
health regulations.’’.

Page 4, after line 1 insert:
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of

contents for the National and Community
Service Act of 1990 is amended by striking
the items relating to title IV.

Mr. GOODLING (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, although I do not
intend to object, I ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] to
offer an explanation of his request.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, on
July 12 the House passed H.R. 2428, the
Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food
Donation Act, which would have the ef-
fect of increasing the donation of food
products to needy individuals and their
families. This legislation also paid
tribute to one of the finest Members of
this body with whom I have had the
privilege to serve, Bill Emerson.

The Senate has now acted on this
legislation and returned it to this body
for final action. The only major change
to the bill is the inclusion of language
that makes it explicit that nothing in
the act supersedes State or local health
regulations. It also makes minor clari-
fying changes with respect to the defi-
nition of gross negligence.

Mr. Speaker, the threat of liability
often inhibits the donation of food to
feed the needy. Individuals and cor-
porations who are interested in donat-
ing food often do not because they are
afraid of what will happen should such
food cause harm to recipients. This leg-
islation eliminates the threat of liabil-
ity, except in instances of intentional
harm and gross negligence, and it de-
serves our support.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation meant a
great deal to Bill Emerson and its en-
actment into law will be a fitting trib-
ute to a man who was committed to
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improving our Federal nutrition pro-
grams and to ensuring that needy fami-
lies do not go to bed hungry.

Bill Emerson was a great Member of
Congress. He was a man of the highest
character who devoted himself to the
cause of reducing hunger and to mak-
ing this country and this House a bet-
ter place. My thanks also to the gentle-
woman from Missouri [Ms. DANNER], a
cosponsor of this important legislation,
and a driving force in its enactment.

Mr. Speaker, for Bill Emerson and all
the needy families who depend on food
donations, I would ask the House give
final approval to H.R. 2428, the Bill
Emerson Good Samaritan Food Dona-
tion Act.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman for his
explanation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the
Bill Emerson good samaritan food do-
nation bill, and I commend my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Missouri
[Ms. DANNER], for her leadership on
this issue. Nothing in this bill super-
sedes State or local health regulations.
However, by establishing national li-
ability standards, this bill will encour-
age and enable restaurants, grocers and
other donors to help feed the hungry.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, to bridging
the gap between willing donors and
needy families, passage of this bill is a
fitting tribute to Bill Emerson’s efforts
to combat hunger throughout his ca-
reer in this Congress, and I urge my
colleagues to adopt the measure.

Mr. Speaker, continuing my reserva-
tion of objection, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, a short time ago we lost
one of the most valued Members of this
body, Bill Emerson. Today the House
has an opportunity to pay tribute to
our friend and colleague.

One of Bill Emerson’s highest prior-
ities during his tenure in this body was
to ensure that our Nation’s neediest
citizens did not go hungry. One of his
final efforts in this regard was to work
with the gentlewoman from Missouri
[Ms. DANNER] to pass H.R. 2428, a bill
which would give the Model Good Sa-
maritan Food Donation Act the full
force of Federal law. It was Congress-
man Emerson’s strong belief that en-
actment of this legislation would in-
crease donations of food to the needy.

On July 12, 1996, this legislation, re-
named the Bill Emerson Good Samari-
tan Food Donation Act in his honor,
passed the House of Representatives.
The Senate completed action on H.R.
2428 prior to the August recess and has
returned the bill to this body for final
consideration. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Chairman GOODLING, has
outlined the minor changes made to
this legislation by the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, we now have oppor-
tunity to approve this legislation and
send it to the President. At the same
time, we will be paying one final trib-
ute to Bill Emerson.

On behalf of Bill Emerson and the
needy individuals who will benefit from
enactment of this legislation, I urge
my colleagues to give final approval to
H.R. 2428.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, continuing
my reservation of objection, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms.
DANNER], one of the chief sponsors of
the bill.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, today, as
the House votes on the Bill Emerson
good Samaritan Food Donation Act, it
brings to an end a long, but very satis-
fying, legislative journey, one in which
I was privileged to be joined by my
friend, the late Congressman Bill Em-
erson.

This legislation, which will encour-
age more businesses to donate food to
the hungry, is a fitting tribute to a
man who consistently demonstrated an
enormous capacity for compassion for
the hungry and the less fortunate.
Every time another business is willing
to donate food and every time another
hungry person receives some of that
food, it adds to the legacy of Bill Emer-
son’s service to our Nation, as well as
his commitment to fighting hunger.

Bill knew, as I do, that we have a re-
sponsibility to make certain that those
of us who are blessed with ample sup-
plies of food assist those who are not.

As the St. Louis Post Dispatch re-
cently editorialized in support of this
bill, ‘‘In a Nation that throws away
over 13 billion pounds of food annually,
it is shocking that even one case of
malnutrition exists.’’

The issue of wasted food was trou-
bling for Bill Emerson, it was troubling
for me, and I know that other Members
of this body agree that we must act to
address this issue.

This is a national issue, but I think it
is important to remember that this
legislation stems from a local concern.
I want to thank Harold Martin, an ac-
tive community volunteer in the Sixth
District of Missouri, who contacted me
after a major corporation in St. Joseph
stopped donating food, citing the
patchwork of different State laws that
they had to comply with in order to do-
nate food. That did not make sense to
Harold, it did not make sense to Bill
Emerson, and it did not make sense to
me. That is why I am pleased that the
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate also understand what many less
fortunate Americans already know, a
hungry person is not going to refuse
day old bread or perfectly edible left-
over food.

Thank you, Harold, and thank you,
Bill, for each of you have given in your
respective ways a voice to the hungry
voices that will now be heard.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2428.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time for the purpose of inquiring
from the distinguished majority leader
the schedule for today, the rest of the
week, and next week.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. ARMEY.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I am
pleased to announce the House has con-
cluded its legislative business for the
week. We will meet next Monday at
noon, 12 o’clock, September 9, for a pro
forma session. Of course, there will be
no legislative business and no votes
will be taken that day.

On Tuesday, September 12, the House
will meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business.
We hope to consider H.R. 3056, the
County Health Organization Act on the
Corrections Day Calendar.

We will also take up a number of bills
under suspension of the rules, a list of
which will be distributed to Members’
offices as soon as it becomes available.
Members should note, however, that we
will postpone any recorded votes until
12 o’clock noon on Wednesday.

Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, Septem-
ber 11, the House will meet at 9 a.m.
We will then recess immediately for a
joint meeting to receive the Prime
Minister of Ireland. After the joint
meeting on Wednesday and for the du-
ration of the week, we hope to consider
a number of appropriations conference
reports, among these energy and water,
transportation, and the Department of
Defense.

Next week we also hope to appoint
conferees on H.R. 2202, the Immigra-
tion and National Interest Act of 1996.

We will have legislative business con-
cluded by 2 p.m. on Friday, September
13, and hopefully even before that. I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. BONIOR. Can I ask my friend
from Texas about next Friday. There
has been some discussion about wheth-
er or not we are going to have votes
next Friday. As my friend from Texas
knows, Rosh Hashanah begins on Fri-
day and it will not be possible for Mem-
bers to get home in time for the holi-
day if we do have votes. I was wonder-
ing if my colleague is factoring that
into his decisions for the end of next
week.
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Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will

yield, let me thank the gentleman. The
gentleman is absolutely correct. We
are acutely aware of the fact people
must be home, and the fact is some
Members need to travel some distance.
So we have Friday under scrutiny with
respect to that very important consid-
eration, and I hope to be able to make
an announcement at the early part of
the week as things develop.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague. I
wish him a good weekend, wherever he
may be this weekend.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman,
and I wish the same for the gentleman.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 9, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 10, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, September
9, 1996, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m.
on Tuesday, September 10, for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Tuesday, September
10, 1996, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. on
Wednesday, September 11.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO DE-
CLARE A RECESS ON WEDNES-
DAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1996, TO RE-
CEIVE IN JOINT MEETING THE
PRIME MINISTER OF IRELAND

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in

order at any time on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 11, 1996, for the Speaker to de-
clare a recess, subject to the call of the
Chair, for the purpose of receiving in
joint meeting His Excellency John
Bruton, Prime Minister of Ireland.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

REPORT CONCERNING EMIGRATION
LAWS AND POLICIES OF MONGO-
LIA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Ways and Means
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
I hereby transmit a report concern-

ing emigration laws and policies of
Mongolia as required by subsections
402(b) and 409(b) of title IV of the Trade
Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘the Act’’). I
have determined that Mongolia is in
full compliance with the criteria in
subsections 402(a) and 409(b) of the act.
As required by title IV, I will provide
the Congress with periodic reports re-
garding Mongolia’s compliance with
these emigration standards.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 4, 1996.
f
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of May 12,
1995, and under a previous order of the
House, the following Members will be
recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GOSS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BONIOR addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MANZULLO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. LEWIS of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MCINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MILLER of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

SECURITY OF KURDISH MINORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the Kurd-
ish people are an ancient people. There
are 30 million of them. They live in
Turkey, in Iraq, in Iran, in Syria, and
they are an oppressed people within
each of those societies.

None of those countries wants the
Kurdish people to be united. They see
it as in their interest to keep them di-
vided and fighting. Whenever possible
they supply arms to various sides and
take advantage of them through propa-
ganda and other means to manipulate
them.

Today the media may be focused on
what has been done with cruise mis-
siles, but innocent Kurdish people are
being killed and the situation in north-
ern Iraq is extremely grave, Mr. Speak-
er. That situation was precipitated, I
believe, by our State Department’s
failure to take seriously the need to
bring the Kurdish sides, the Kurdish
factions, together and to stop their ex-
ploitation by all sides and to respect
their rights as human beings.

Mr. Speaker, when I sat down with
representatives of the State Depart-
ment in July, they had no information
that Iran might attempt to cross the
border in northern Iraq to attack the
KDPI bases there, and when Iran in
fact did so, less than a week later, no
protest was heard from our Govern-
ment, no action was taken. Yet at that
time when Iran crossed the border, it
was inevitable, Mr. Speaker, that the
Iraqis would see that incursion into
their territory as violating their sov-
ereignty and would move north.

They have done so obviously in great
force, but the fact that they had not
done so during the previous 5 years,
since the beginning of Operation Pro-
vide Comfort, is clear evidence that the
reason that they did so at that time
was the incursion of Iran into northern
Iraq.
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We did nothing about it, to head it

off. We did nothing to take the division
of the Kurds seriously between the
PUK and the KDP, and I believe that
was the beginning of the problems that
we are now experiencing in that area.

Today the Iraqi Republican Guards,
many of them dressed in Kurdish garb,
are in Kuysangaq, they are in
Sulaimaniya, they are going door-to-
door looting Kurdish homes, and inno-
cent people are being killed and dying
and we are doing nothing about it.

On the northern border, the Turkish
border, Turkey has taken advantage of
the situation to declare a 3- to 6-mile
wide zone, not in Turkey but in Iraq,
that they are presently clearing, with
35,000 Turkish troops and armored per-
sonnel carriers in that region, moving
out people who are living in villages,
killing those that resist and creating a
no-man’s-land along their border.

Mr. Speaker, this situation is a grave
and serious one for which the United
States has great responsibility, and it
is not enough just to send cruise mis-
siles to the southern part of Iraq and
say that we are stopping aggression.
The aggression is continuing to this
moment. It is continuing almost on all
sides. And the people that are caught
in the middle are innocent people who
have been taken advantage of for cen-
turies by the places where they are
found within societies where in each
case they are in the minority and are
being severely oppressed. It is time
that the President of the United States
and that this country stand up for the
rights of these people who need our
help as perhaps never before.
f

ETHICS COMMITTEE REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, these
words were spoken by a Member of this
House several years ago: The 435 Mem-
bers of the House should look at all the
facts, should have available to them all
the reports and all the background doc-
uments, and the American people
should have the same.

Who was the Member of this body
who spoke those remarks back in
March of 1989? None other than the
Speaker, the present Speaker of the
House, NEWT GINGRICH. What was he
talking about at that time? Well, our
illustrious, imperial Speaker was talk-
ing about a report that had been filed
by the special counsel, Richard Phalen,
in the investigation by the Ethics Com-
mittee of the charges that GINGRICH
had brought against then Speaker Jim
Wright.

Let us bring it down to today. Where
are we today? Well, we have a special
counsel for the Ethics Committee. The
special counsel has been looking into
the question of whether or not the non-
profit foundations, 2 of which are in
Georgia, were improperly using their

funds for political purposes or purposes
other than not-for-profit purposes. Who
was the person in charge of these foun-
dation funds? None other than our
Speaker.

Well, the report has been filed, was
filed almost a month ago with the Eth-
ics Committee. But it has disappeared.
You do not hear anything about it. I
say to my Speaker today, I will repeat
the same words that he spoke back in
March of 1989. I will repeat it again:
The 435 Members of the House should
look at all the facts, should have avail-
able to them all the reports.

Where is the report, Mr. Speaker?
Why can other Members of this House
not see the report that has been filed
by special counsel?

We are no different than you were in
1989. We are entitled to that report.
Yet he and his cohorts keep it sub-
merged. Why? Well, I would guess that
maybe why is that it is not such a fa-
vorable report to the Speaker. Because
if it was favorable, guess what, folks?
We would have seen it. The whole pub-
lic, everybody would have seen it by
now, media, everybody, big press con-
ference, but we are not seeing that. So
my guess is that it is maybe not real
bad but it is bad enough that they want
to submerge it.

They want to get out of here by the
27th of September. We are not going to
be very many days before that happens.
And then it all disappears. Nobody will
see hide nor hair of that report prob-
ably until after the election, if you see
it then.

Folks, I believe, as the Speaker said
back in March of 1989, that every Mem-
ber of this body is entitled, and all the
taxpayers—by the way, the taxpayers
paid for this, one-half million bucks,
that is special counsel has done in in-
vestigating this by the Ethics Commit-
tee, authorized by the Ethics Commit-
tee, one-half million dollars of tax-
payer money. Now you cannot even
find out what was in the report.

I say it is time that this House in-
sisted on seeing a copy of the report.
The media should have a copy of it.
Anybody in the general public should
have a copy of it. Why not? Why not?
Because it is come election time and I
do not think the Speaker wants any-
body to know what was in that report
because of the impact it would have on
the election process.

Well, if there is something wrong in
that report and if something was done
by the Speaker or the foundations
which he controlled, his people con-
trolled, was done wrong, it should all
come out. The Speaker should be not
above the general public. I nor anybody
else in this House should put ourselves
above the law, but that is what I read
into this.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, is
the gentleman saying the gentleman
has been unable to get this report? Is
that what you are saying?

Mr. VOLKMER. I have not asked for
it but I know that it has not been made
public. I am now publicly asking for a
copy of the report. Yes, I have asked
for it.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. You are now ask-
ing for that report.

Mr. VOLKMER. I am demanding it. I
think I will demand it not just for my-
self but for all 435 Members of this
House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen-
tleman.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. RIGGS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

SPECIAL COUNSEL’S REPORT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
came to the floor and I was going to
talk about Shannon Lucid. I want to
tell you, I really admire this woman
astronaut. We put her up in space and
we seem to forget to bring her back.
This poor soul has been trapped up in
space for a very long time. Now it ap-
pears that the hurricane is delaying
picking her up again.

I think that she has probably got the
best sense of humor in the world. She
said it is like being trapped in a very,
very small camper with all your chil-
dren on rainy days and you can never
get out. So I hope we bring her back
very soon, and when we bring her back
we give her some kind of an award for
incredible patience. She is showing us
what revolutionary patience can really
be all about.

I must say, I want to switch and talk
about what the gentleman from Mis-
souri was talking about, because I
thought he brought up some very inter-
esting points. The reason that this
body would spend that kind of money
for a special counsel is because of the
trusteeship that we all hold. We are all
here because taxpayers have sent us
here and we are supposed to follow the
law. This is a government of laws and
not of men. That is what makes it so
unique.

In other countries, if you are an
elected official, very often you are con-
sidered above the law. But not here. So
when the Ethics Committee looked at
some of these charges, they thought
they were serious enough to hire a spe-
cial counsel.
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What I heard the gentleman from

Missouri saying is that now his report
has been filed. It is over 100 pages. No
one has seen it. We have not heard any-
thing about it. I did read in the paper
this morning a very troubling article
that maybe the committee will not
deal with this until after the election.
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So I do not know what they are going
to do with it, put it on ice, shred it,
hope the hurricane hits it and blows it
away. I mean what is the point? Why
can Members not see what this report
is? Why cannot taxpayers, why cannot
the public or why does not the commit-
tee deal with it? And I think that is
what he was trying to ask.

I know I was very surprised because I
cannot figure out what is going on
here. I thought we were going to have
votes today until 7 or 8 o’clock. All
gone. There are supposed to be votes
tomorrow; tomorrow is gone. Monday
is gone. Tuesday is gone. I do not know
if we are ever going to vote again.

Now, hey. I am packing and getting
ready to go. These are gifts to me.
That is terrific. But what are we doing
and what are we ducking and what are
we running from and how come they
keep saying we are going to have votes,
and then they change it, and then we
find out there is all this unfinished
business that no one else can see, even
though we all got to help pay for it,
and that is the very serious business
about does this body have the gravatus
to deal with our own and to deal with
reports that this body paid for to be
done? I think that the average Amer-
ican will be very upset if we say:

‘‘Oh, no, we are not going to deal
with that until after the election.’’

Why would we not deal with that
until after the election? I cannot un-
derstand why we would even consider
not dealing with that until after the
election. This is very important. When
you are on a 2-year term you should
really finish the business of that term
in that 2 years, because people are
going to get to decide whether or not
they want to renew our contract come
November 5 for people who are running
again.

So if it is true that the committee is
really thinking about not doing any-
thing about this until after the elec-
tion, I think this body should all be
aware of that, and we ought to put peo-
ple on record as to whether or not they
agree with that decision because I do
not think the American people would
agree with that decision, and I think it
is a real violation of our trusteeship.

I have always said government is not
a fungus, it can thrive in sunshine, and
I think they expect us all to be able to
explain ourselves. If people do not want
to disclose, they do not have to run for
office. But we do expect people who run
for office to play by these rules and put
them out there.

So I thought the gentleman from
Missouri had some very serious ques-
tions, and while I had a very funny 5

minutes done about sending Shannon
into space and I hope we come get her,
she has been up there before Easter, I
am now beginning to think maybe the
next thing is we are going to send this
report into space, or it may as well be
in space because we do not seem to be
able to get ahold of it and see what is
happening, and we do not seem to have
any business to do, so there is no rea-
son to come here.

So as I leave this body, I hope every
Member thinks about that and says the
public will be very angry if we do not
finish this serious ethnics charge that
has come in front of the Speaker.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

WHEN WILL WE STOP THE
IMPERIAL PRESIDENCY?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, we ad-
journed regular legislative business, or
ended regular legislative business, so
early that it is in the middle of the
day. It is only 10 minutes to 1 out in
California and still the morning in Ha-
waii, so I am going to take advantage
of this opportunity and try to keep my
good friend from Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ,
interested by covering three different
topics. The first thing I would like to
cover is Iraq.

I want to associate myself with the
remarks of Mr. PORTER of Illinois.
There is great suffering going on in
northern Iraq. I thought that the Kurd-
ish people would maybe reach a period
of tranquility here. They are one of
these sad ethnic groups that spread
over three, actually four, nations, with
the geographic lines changing over the
past several centuries multiple times.
The only Nation that I can think of
that has been cut up into four different
nations like this is the once great na-
tion of Armenia, now down to less than
a fourth of its original size; the first
nation as a nation to embrace Chris-
tianity in the 300’s, the fourth century,
and now we learn about these Kurdish
people dividing among themselves,
starting to kill one another. We had an
opportunity here diplomatically to
move in after Operation Provide Com-
fort was sent to that area of northern
Iraq by President George Bush. Sec-
retary of State Jim Baker visited. I re-
call telling President Bush when he
called me for the only hospital visit I
remember having in my life, and I was
in the hospital for 3 or 4 days for some
surgery, and President Bush called me

on my birthday, April 3, 1991, and he
said:

‘‘Bob, we need you, get out of there.’’
And I said, ‘‘Can we talk business?’’
And he said, ‘‘What?’’ He said, ‘‘In

the hospital you want to talk busi-
ness?’’

I said, ‘‘Mr. President, draw a line in
the hills. The way you drew a line in
the sand, draw a line in the moun-
tains.’’

And he said, ‘‘Bob, there are forces in
Washington that would like to see Iraq
spin into at least three different na-
tions.’’

And I said, ‘‘Well, if you’ll look at
the television, which I have been look-
ing at a lot in the last 2 days, you will
see that they are beating your brains
out. Kurdish women are coming into
our camps along the Turkish-Iraqi
northern border with children on their
shoulders that have already frozen to
death.’’

Fortunately with each day it was
getting a fourth of a degree warmer,
and he said, ‘‘Well, we’re looking at
it.’’

The media then began to just sav-
agely attack President Bush. This is
within days of the 4-day land war in
Iraq ending on the 27th of December.
Here it was less than 5 weeks later and
they are beating his brains out. Within
a few days he did draw that line in the
hills of northern Iraq and organized Op-
eration Provide Comfort.

Well it is hard to believe that 6 years
ago this coming March, 51⁄2 years ago
now, and the Kurds are still suffering.
Iraqi troops in the north, as Mr. POR-
TER said, are beating in doors, shooting
people. They opened up with savage ar-
tillery fire a few days ago into Irbil,
the so-called capital of the Kurdish
people in the northern area.

Why Mr. Clinton neglected this area
of the world for almost his entire first
term is beyond me. We do have strate-
gic interests in the area because a dic-
tator like Saddam Hussein can just de-
stroy oil prices around the world. He
was driving faster than anybody be-
lieved toward nuclear, biological and
chemical warfare capability. It re-
mains a fact that we were never able to
discover a single Iraqi scud missile.

This last week I have been in Great
Britain visiting some of the best intel-
ligence sites outside of the United
States proper in the world. There is a
new news center at the RAF base at
Moesworth, which was our second
GLCM base in Great Britain. Fortu-
nately with the dissolution of the evil
empire out of the Kremlin, we were
able to shut down those GLCM bases in
Sicily and the two in Great Britain and
stop the one in Germany before it had
even gone operational, and we had all
of these new facilities built for the
GLCM, the GLCM missiles in Great
Britain, and we put in there something
that is called the JAC, the Joint Anal-
ysis Center. I went in there last Thurs-
day, watched in the clearest way pos-
sible, beyond anything I have ever seen
of intelligence capability so far,
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watched the buildup of the Iraqi
troops. Unless the President has taken
the course of Jimmy Carter and dis-
regarded his daily intel briefings,
which Carter did in a few instances,
then he could claim ignorance. But I
have to believe his National Security
Council was keeping him briefed on
this buildup of power, and I managed to
evaluate for the third time the F–16—
excuse me the F–15 E, the strike eagle
fighter at Lakenheath, which is not
only the world’s greatest operational
fighter but the best we have in all of
Europe, Asia, and Africa, and flew a
simulated bombing mission up to Scot-
land, fought our way through British
tornadoes electronically defending the
area.

That is just absolutely astounding
how you can accomplish a real mission
all electronically, bomb a target, shoot
down aircraft or get shot down your-
self. We did the shooting now this time,
fought our way back from aggressor F–
15 E’s, and as amazing as this system
is, the strike eagle, constantly updat-
ing the software packages in it from
the time that I first flew it in March
1990, just a few months before Saddam
Hussein came across the Kuwaiti bor-
der, the southern border of Iraq, on Au-
gust 2. In spite of its capabilities, not a
single F–15 E was able to find in the
field a scud missile during the whole
course of the air war and the 4 days of
the ground war in 1991.

And at Farmborough, the air expo-
sition there, the Russian Su–37 did not
debut during Monday’s open in the
Farmborough exposition, but that
night, as I was walking and looking at
some of the Russian equipment on the
flight line, the Su–17 taxis out. It is a
beautiful looking aircraft. It still
astounds me how a nation so poverty
stricken, so incapable of making a
class radio, a television, a refrigerator,
an automobile; this is Russia I am
speaking of; how they can make a
fighter this beautiful and capable is be-
yond me.

The Su–37 taxis out, it is dusk, its
landing lights and all of its lighting
equipment is on. It makes a match per-
formance takeoff, racks it over the or-
ange cones that they set up to have as
the line beyond which you cannot fly
near the crowd. I realized then that
they were probably putting on a per-
formance for the authorities, the Brit-
ish authorities, at Farmborough to
show their max demonstration, a flight
which are not allowed to do in our
military because it is so beyond the en-
velope, as pilots say, so on the danger
edge.

If you lose one engine in that two-en-
gine aircraft, it is a definite crash, and
this Su–37 that is now available for ex-
port to countries like India, through an
arrangement with China, where after
the first few they would start building
an aircraft totally capable of equaling
the performance of our F–15 E strike
eagle. The pilot goes through some
opening maneuvers, then comes across
the field in powered slow flight, pulls

up or powers up, rather, into perfectly
vertical flight and expecting to see him
do what is called the cobra, which he
pushes the tail up beyond the vertical
and then slowly powers back and recov-
ers. Instead he goes through the cobra
manuever, flops on its back and does
what I can only call a snap loop.

I mean only a biplane, a little tiny
highly stressed sports biplane can do
what this massive, maybe 20-ton air-
craft could do, and that is pull through
and turn on its axis, on the horizontal
axis wings in the tightest loop—it is
not even a loop, a snap loop—and re-
cover and power out of it and acceler-
ate.

The point is the Russians are in the
field before we are, even though we
have done this at our test center at Ed-
wards Air Force Base with vectored
thrust, where you take the engine noz-
zles at the rear of the aircraft and vary
them so that you get this vectored
thrust change, thereby augmenting in
an amazing way the control services,
your air runs, your elevator and the
rudder on the vertical stabilizer.
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The Russians making this airplane
available for export means that on this
floor in the 105th Congress next year
we must again protect against the
shortsighted FR–22 Lockheed-Boeing-
General Dynamics Lightning 2, is what
I think they will finally nickname the
F–22.

It is amazing how people in this
country, with all of the history that
has taken place just in this century,
from the Wright Brothers flying at
Kittyhawk on December 17, 1903, to
this December 17, in 93 years from a lit-
tle aircraft that could only be powered
120 feet. That is almost the wingspan of
one of our new unmanned aerial vehi-
cles, the Global Hawk, which I spent
the better part of a morning examining
in its hangar. The first one is due to fly
soon down at Teledyne Ryan in San
Diego. I stole some time away from the
convention. This Global Hawk can loi-
ter for almost 2 days without a man,
bringing this dazzling type of data
downlinked to our intelligence facili-
ties so we can observe the brutal antics
of a dictator like Saddam Hussein.

So here we are in a fast-moving
world, all in this the bloodiest century
in history. We see a dictator bragging
that he has outlasted George Bush,
Brian Mulroney, Margaret Thatcher,
Francois Mitterrand, Prime Minister
Ohara in Japan. He has outlasted them
all, in some cases double turnovers like
Mulroney to Kim Campbell to now the
new, let us call it labor liberal govern-
ment in Ottawa. He is so cocky. He is
there on television yesterday saying
that we will not face him man to man,
as though we had not cleaned his clock
in Desert Storm. He is talking about
we are hitting him with technology.

Then, of course, in Tehran, on Tehran
radio and television they are talking
about us, the Great Satan, child por-
nography, 1.5 million abortions a year,

runaway divorce, runaway pornog-
raphy. And now we are killing humble
Iraqi soldiers, who they killed millions
of in their war back in the 1980’s; that
we are doing it with technology that
comes in out of the night that no one
can see. It is just astounding how the
Clinton administration has rallied the
Arab world against us.

Jordan, who is getting some of our
advanced military equipment, will not
support us in this. Great Britain al-
ways stands beside us, but in all the
French papers today are saying that
this is nothing more than a cynical
election final quarter stunt by Clinton.

Mr. Speaker, it is with some trepi-
dation that I criticize the moves that
Mr. Clinton has made, but I am going
to just ask 10 questions today that I
want the 1 million-plus audience that
follows C-Span, particularly on a day
when we are through with legislative
business so quickly, I want to ask
these questions. If somebody wants to
take them down, Mr. Speaker, be my
guest. I would recommend you call
them in to the successful talk shows
around this country and ask these
questions, as some of the more impor-
tant ones come toward the end. Some
of them people have already thought
about.

Here is the first of the 10: Why was
Congress not notified? Constitutionally
he should get our permission for ag-
gressive activities like this. This is not
defending the United States. This is
not what Thomas Jefferson talked
about when people yelled at him to use
our young embryonic Navy to punish
the Barbary pirates along the Tripoli
coast of North Africa.

Jefferson said very clearly, I can only
use our small military and our Navy,
and there was not much Army at all, in
a defensive way if the United States,
the colonies, the 13 colonies, are at-
tacked. Only then. By then it was 14
colonies, the 15th about to become a
State. Only with these young 15 Amer-
ican States can I use our military,
small military power defensively. Of-
fensively, like sailing across the Atlan-
tic to the Mediterranean and punishing
the Barbary pirates, for that I need
congressional authority.

And he got it 10 times, through John
Adams, his predecessor, through Jeffer-
son, through his successor, Madison, up
through John Quincy Adams. Ten
times this Congress, in that Chamber
just a few yards away, authorized, the
Chamber that we were in from 1807
through 1857, and the small rooms on
the Senate side before that, through
the British burning it August 24, 1814,
10 times this Congress said, you will,
by order, as the President, go after the
Barbary pirates.

Now all of a sudden where is that
congressional authority? We have a
scholar at the Library of Congress, pro-
fessor Lewis Fisher, who has written a
brilliant book. and I hope next year we
have a 2-year, 3-year debate, multiple
special orders like this with dialog
back and forth on why we have allowed
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an imperial Presidency to grow
through Republicans and Democrats.
Now we have a President burning up 50
million dollars’ worth of cruise mis-
siles, sea-launched Tomahawks and air-
launched Alcum, 50 million dollars’
worth with no loss of life on our side.

But I had a very long commentary
with Regis Philbin and Kathie Lee,
holding up these New York headlines
this morning saying ‘‘Victory for Clin-
ton, War is Over,’’ and Regis flippantly,
I am sure he thought better of it later,
said ‘‘I like wars where nobody dies.’’
There is no such thing as nobody dying.
Peasants, personnel in Iraq who man
these surface to air sites we destroyed,
they are dead. It is their misfortune
that they live in a country with an evil
dictator.

Mr. Speaker, our official reporters of
debate are excellent in titling these 5-
minute or 1-minute or 60-minute spe-
cial order speeches. If we choose, they
will use our title. I would say that the
title of this first section of my special
order would be ‘‘When do we stop the
imperial Presidency?’’

That is question No. 1. Why was Con-
gress not brought into the decision
process; subquestion: why were we not
even notified, those of us on the intel-
ligence committees: Senator STROM
THURMOND, chairman of Armed Serv-
ices, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, FLOYD SPENCE, both ex-Army and
Navy officers, chairman of National
Security, why was not Mr. SPENCE no-
tified? Why were not the two chairmen,
Medal of Honor winner BOB KERREY,
Senator from Nebraska, the gentleman
from Texas, LARRY COMBEST, chairman
on our side; why were we not notified
of this operation?

No. 2. Why has there been no attack
against the actual Iraqi army in the
North that violated the United Nations
amendments and has done the killing?
The forces in the North are untouched.
We attacked targets in the South. Is
that because they are softer targets?
Maybe, because we have more air
power out of the South? Is it because
Turkey will not support us in this?

We have now a fundamentalist gov-
ernment in Turkey. The brilliant lady
President in Turkey was defeated, so I
guess it is that Turkey will not let us
use Incirlik, the equivalent of Oper-
ation Proven Force. I was there the
day the land war started in Incirlik on
February 24.

Because of a courageous Air Force of-
ficer who will not be named, I was able
to go on a combat mission with a KC–
135 out of Dias Tek, right over the
Iraqi-Turkey border, refueling our F–
111’s, our 15’s, our 16’s. They were going
down the very flight we refueled went
down to Sulaimniya and blew up a nu-
clear missile facility just on the out-
skirts of Baghdad.

Incirlik was important. More Iraqi
fighters were shot down by our fighter
pilots who came down from
Spangdahlen and Bitburg and
Shusterburg than were shot down by
the fantastic 33rd fighter wing out of

Eglin Air Force Base, FL. In the North
they were the ones that captured or
shot down the Iraqi fighters fleeing to
Iran, where they were confiscated any-
way, in that peculiar relationship be-
tween this Persian nation and this Ara-
bic nation, Iran and Iraq, but no pun-
ishment for the Iraqi army that has
done the killing, and is killing today.
Or it will be morning soon over there,
and it will be another day of killing,
and Clinton is claiming victory here in
the United States.

He did it in the most unseemly way:
in the Oval Office, with Vice President
GORE at his side, not a briefing at the
Pentagon, not bringing Shalikashvili,
our four-star Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs into his office, but sitting there,
for all the world like two aging school-
boys, discussing this technological
short combat with 44 cruise missiles
and one F–16 Falcon punishing a sur-
face-to-air site for painting them with
their radar.

If the Clinton administration did
know of the troop movements before-
hand and failed to act, was the admin-
istration then encouraging through its
nonaction, encouraging this Iraqi at-
tack to counter a growing influence in
the region by Iran?

No. 3. Was there some geopolitical
reasoning behind this? I rather doubt
it, but it is a fair question.

No. 4. If the U.S. actions were a re-
sponse to the Iraqi attack on one of the
two major Kurdish factions, why was
the no-fly zone not extended in the
North? Why was the no-fly zone ex-
tended in the South? The Kurdish
cities of Sulaimaniya and Kirkuk, they
are both outside of the no-fly zone in
the North. Now are they going to be
the likely targets for next week if Sad-
dam Hussein decides that is his course
of action? Which leads me to other
questions later on.

No. 5. Iraq, as I said from my own in-
telligence fact-finding in the field in
Great Britain just these last few days.
If Iraq has been moving troops to that
region for at least half a month, 3
weeks, did the Clinton administration
warn Iraq that the U.S. was going to
respond militarily if any attack oc-
curred against the Kurds?

We could see the artillery pieces lin-
ing up. There was almost a feeling in
Europe that, well, maybe they were not
going to do it, it was just a show of
force. You could see the way the troops
were deployed they were going to at-
tack Irbil. So where was the warning
here? Where is the discourse between
nations to say to Saddam Hussein, if
you do that, here is the result? Or is
there a suspicion that it was politically
advantageous to let Saddam Hussein
move, and then you have a quick little
action, and a certain person running
for the highest elected office in the
world suddenly looks decisive? It is
more than cynicism to analyze that in
a fair way.

No. 6. Why did the administration
not respond when Iran recently at-
tacked one of the two Kurdish factions,

the one backed by Baghdad, which led
to Iraq’s decision to retaliate against
the Iranian-backed Kurdish faction?
Why did we not respond then when the
initial fighting started a while ago? It
was not ever in the press. They were
busy at the Democratic convention.

No. 7. Why is our military response
only minimal and nonthreatening to
the Iraqi forces in the North?

No. 8. Will the United States escalate
its response if Iraq attacks the afore-
mentioned Sulaimaniya or Kurkuk? Or
what if its forces just remain in the re-
gion? They are still occupying Irbil.
There are some reports they are pull-
ing out, but not all of their forces.

They are still occupying what is con-
sidered the capital of the Kurdish part
of Iraq. Irbil is where the two heli-
copters that were shot down April of
1994 in that horrible friendly fire mess
where two F–15 pilots destroyed their
careers, they are through flying, got ei-
ther out of the AIr Force or leaving it.
One is gone and one is about to leave.
We shot down two U.N.-controlled H–60
Blackhawks with 13 people on each
one, and the majority of those people
were Americans: a tragedy. Where were
they heading? Toward Irbil, which is
above the no-fly zone. So now Saddam
Hussein has total control, if he chooses
over Sulaimaniya and Kirkuk.

No. 9. What attempts are made to
gather allied and other Middle Eastern
support for further action? This is
where former President George Bush
shined. He brought together not a
dozen nations, not 15, not two dozen, 28
nations in the allied coalition. He even
brought the declining Gorbachev on
board. It was an amazing feat of diplo-
macy for George Bush and Jim Baker,
the Secretary of State, to build this co-
alition. Who is with us? As I men-
tioned, not the French, not Turkey.
Just our standby mother country,
Great Britain.

b 1615

No. 10, and this is the most impor-
tant question of all: What is the next
step for our United States? What is our
response? What is the follow-through?
This is what all the thoughtful retired
military analysts are saying on CNN
and the three networks. It is amazing.
This is the reason, the imperial presi-
dency, that our debate was so impor-
tant today about the Armed Forces
Protection Act.

Now, I have the votes here, and if
anybody is just getting home, Mr.
Speaker, following these two votes
today, let me tell our military across
the world that both the Bartlett
amendment, of which I was an original
cosponsor and helped him get through
and get to the floor to join the United
States Armed Forces Protection Act,
the vote on the Bartlett amendment
was 276 to 130. We only lost 11 Repub-
licans; we picked up 65 Democrats, a
lot of absentees today because last
night and today are comeback days
from a long district work period, 28
people were not voting today, 276 to
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130, but the final passage on BART-
LETT’s amendment was to not have
American forces wearing the uniforms
of other countries, the blue beret, sew-
ing on patches.

I said during the debate that there is
nothing wrong with an arm band, mili-
tary policemen put on an arm band,
Shore Patrol wear it, take it off during
off duty; nothing wrong with a tem-
porary arm band.

When the French went into Rwanda,
they did not put on any uniforms. They
told the warring factions there that if
anybody killed a Frenchman, they
would meet, and the translation is al-
most perfect, with more violence than
they had ever conceived of in their
lives; and in French uniforms, they
protected the French force, clearing
the way for our C–5’s, our big Galaxies,
to come into Goma and free the people
from the genocidal slaughter in Rwan-
da that is now taking place in the
country next to it in Burundi.

When we go in with those big C–5’s,
or C–1’s, 41’s, we do not paint powder
blue on the U.S. flag. They know that
is the American flag coming in there.

As I said in the debate today, what
good did it do in Bosnia on the Serbian-
Muslim confrontation line to have U.N.
forces there trying to protect
Srebrenica and Zepa, two U.N.-pro-
tected sanctuary enclaves and that is
where some of the worst genocidal
slaughters took place. After they had
taken the weapons away from the U.N.
forces with their blue helmets and blue
berets, the Ukrainians, the Dutch, one
of the Scandinavia units, took their
shoes off of them, took their weapons
away, took their U.N. blue berets and
ground them in the dirt and then hand-
cuffed them or tied them to small tac-
tical targets in the area. So much for
respect for the U.N. regalia that they
put over their uniforms. Unbelievable.

So it was important that that pass
276 to 130.

But final passage, the United States
Armed Forces Protection Act itself, if
we did not have 26 not-voting absentees
today, we would have passed 300, which
is always a huge victory around here.
As it is, the vote is 299 to 109. We only
lost five Republicans this time, and we
picked up 81 Democrats to say that the
United States forces will not be put
under U.N. command or foreign com-
mand, and that means unless there is a
treaty like NATO, which is approach-
ing its 50th anniversary, where we
train military maneuvers together sev-
eral times a year, where the officer
corps has the same training standards,
where the NCO corps meets and trains
together year in and year out and the
treaty with NATO was ratified con-
stitutionally in the U.S. Senate, and
debated in this, the appropriations
House, for the funding to satisfy it.

Clinton’s veto last year of the de-
fense authorization bill made this leg-
islation that was passed today nec-
essary, and it will be taken up soon in
the Senate, and I predict it will pass
there. Our Congress has repeatedly

passed measures extending protection
to our U.S. troops in the field that
have been under command in U.N.
peacekeeping operations. I discussed
the Somalia operation.

Mr. Speaker, I am the last Congress-
man out of Somalia. I came out of
there just a few days after the slaugh-
ter of our Rangers, the world’s greatest
and I mean, bar none, helicopter regi-
ment in the world, the 160th Aviation
Special Operations regiment up at Fort
Campbell, and of course our great
Delta force where five men were killed,
two of them won the Medal of Honor,
for demanding three times to go down
on the ground and try to rescue Mi-
chael Durrant’s crew. At least they res-
cued Warrant Officer Durrant.

Now, were it not for Clinton’s veto of
last year’s authorization bill, we could
not even get it in the authorization
bill; hence, this freestanding legisla-
tion. These protections would already
be the law of the land if he had not de-
manded that we take out the big three.
No U.S. under foreign command, no
misadventures like Somalia, Haiti and
Bosnia without congressional constitu-
tional debate and approval or rejection,
and the third one was no missile de-
fense of America’s homeland. Those
three big geese he took out.

But when he signed the bill on Feb-
ruary 10th in the Rose Garden, what
did he attack? BOB DORNAN’s legisla-
tion that he had to sign into law, hon-
orably discharging people who had con-
tracted in one or two cases innocently,
not through their own conduct, a phi-
landering husband bringing it back to a
sergeant wife, but in the other 1,000
cases, by breaking the U.S. military
code, the uniform code of military jus-
tice, by the smallest category, putting
a dirty needle in their arm, using
drugs, that is a prima facie case and a
zero tolerance military case of some-
body who should not be on active duty,
a tiny little percentage of that, a
smaller percentage of those who dis-
obeyed their commanders’ orders not
to go to houses of prostitution where
the prostitutes were 100 percent in-
fected with a fatal venereal disease,
and the biggest category of all, which
is a prima facie violation of the UCMJ
laws against sodomy.

One thousand people would have been
discharged August the 10th if the
Democrats and a handful of Repub-
licans, who fortunately are retiring
from the U.S. Senate, demanded that
the Dornan language be taken out
when we passed that continuing appro-
priations bill back in April, and out the
law came.

What I am going to discuss, the point
here, is something else that I got
signed into law, the Bob Dole-Ben Gil-
man law, the first rewrite since 1942 of
how we handle American men and
women missing in combat situations;
and now with the recently passed au-
thorization bill, seven provisions were
gutted out of that law that Clinton
signed on February 10th of this year,
1996, and we will have hearings next

week, markup of a bill, a freestanding
bill just like this, on which I already
have a record number of cosponsors, in-
cluding you, Mr. Speaker, because I
have every Republican in the House,
235 of us, Mr SANDERS, our only Inde-
pendent, the gentleman from Vermont,
and 30 Democrats bringing on more and
more every day.

Then we have to find the vehicle to
stop these protections for POW’s being
stripped out of the law before we ad-
journ here on Friday, the 27th of this
very month.

So those were important debates
today, and it impacts upon what is
happening in Iraq at this very moment,
if Clinton just arbitrarily decides to
back up the high technology of the
missiles with actual airmen or Army
forces, Special Ops forces on the
ground.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that I
point out on the Bartlett amendment,
that 276 vote was it, the 276 winning
vote that Admiral Boorda tragically, in
a depressed state of mind, made an im-
portant judgment call and destroyed
himself. Yes, threw himself back into
God’s arms. There is never cause for
that unless someone is in a deeply de-
pressed state, and it appears he was
and God will be merciful, but he killed
himself over $1, or $1.50, a little V, a
little Roman number V that you put on
a Navy commendation medal that says
valor was involved and that he won it
off the coast of Vietnam.

Whatever slight question there was
there, he had taken the V off of his rib-
bons, two commendation ribbons, the
year before. Why he would have let
Newsweek, on a hounding mission,
drive him to this desperation where he
goes to the oldest Navy post in the
world, the Navy Yard down on the Ana-
costia River, and shoots himself in the
heart, why he would do that, I do not
know. But it shows him how important
medals, ribbons, regalia, berets, as I
said on the floor, an Army Green Beret,
how they feel about their green beret.

Ask British paratroopers how they
feel about their red beret, or our para-
troopers. Ask the Navy Seals, who wear
black berets, how they feel about their
particular main designating uniform,
and you will see that there is a big dif-
ference between an arm band and ask-
ing someone to sew on a patch over
their patch or to wear a belt or a hel-
met or a beret that is the color of the
United Nations.

And get this, I was not able to get
the time to put this in the RECORD.
You are an ex-Army officer, Mr. Speak-
er, from Oregon, our Speaker pro tem
today. Are you aware, and this is in an
article from the Washington Times,
June 26th, by a U.N. official, American
official at the United Nations, Joe
Sills, S-I-L-L-S. He is director of the
U.N. Information Center right here in
the District. He conceded June 27th, in
an article that he wrote, that U.N.
commanders, not U.S., U.N. command-
ers, but all the other U.N. commanders,
I do not know about the Brits, that
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shockingly, they take an oath of exclu-
sive allegiance to the United Nations.
An oath of exclusive allegiance to the
United Nations, and they sign an em-
ployment contract with the U.N. that
transforms them into U.N. military; in
other words, U.N. mercenaries.

That was the situation with the
Finnish officer in command, used to be
a Communist country, when I was vis-
iting there this very week last year,
and that is the situation that I think
the Scandinavian officer that is in
charge now. There was some con-
troversy between Mr. DELLUMS and my-
self over my putting two thoughts to-
gether on the Constitution. Well, I usu-
ally carry a Constitution in my pocket,
and I wanted to put in the RECORD at
this point, Mr. Speaker, exactly the
words in this just amazing document
that when you read it, it is so short.

I faxed this out of a standard alma-
nac and when you take it, it is only
four pages, two pieces of paper, just
seven articles before you get to the 10
original articles in the Bill of Rights,
the added amendments, just 7 amend-
ments in the original articles. And in
article I is where it delineates the pow-
ers of Congress. It is 130 words, only.

But in article II, the subservient arti-
cle, it is only 16 words about the Presi-
dent being the commander in chief, and
here are those very 16 words: The
President shall be commander in chief
of the Army and Navy of the United
States. And then there is a comma, fol-
lowed by 18 more words, because we did
not have a standing Army, and a very
small standing Navy, and of the militia
of the several States, when called into
the actual service of the United States.

And except for emergencies, who
calls them into active service? What
we now would call the Reserves and the
National Guard, not militia, we do, the
Congress.

So there are the President’s 34 words,
16 and 18, involving the militia. Here
are the key 130 words in the first arti-
cle of our Constitution, section 8, the
powers of Congress.

b 1630

There are many things about borrow-
ing money, regulating commerce, the
rule of naturalization, how to coin
money, punishment of counterfeiting,
post offices, all these domestic issues
come before the following. Here begins
the 130 words.

We start with the 5 words at the be-
ginning, so it is actually 135 words:

‘‘The Congress shall have power,’’
colon, and those other things I men-
tion, and it comes, ‘‘Shall have power
to declare war, grant letters of Marque
and Reprisal.’’ A little 18th century
language in there. ‘‘To make rules con-
cerning captures on land and water.’’

That means the capture of our peo-
ple. That means the Congress decides
when someone is a prisoner of war, not
Lyndon Baines Johnson saying they
are detained by a hostile power. Any-
one captured in Southeast Asia, there-
fore, in Loas, in Cambodia and in the

north of Vietnam and the south, they
called our captured people air pirates
or war criminals, never the dignity of
the term prisoner of war, basically not
right until the very end. But of course
once Nixon had come into office under
Melvin Laird, they were called POW’s.
Actually once we got rid of McNamara
with his ignominious and disgraceful
resignation on Leap Year Day in 1968,
the bloodiest month of the war, he
walks off the battlefield drenched in
blood, symbolically, with hundreds of
POW’s up in Hanoi being tortured, at
least 12 tortured to death, 100 executed
in the villages. Once he walked off we
started calling them properly, our
missing, prisoners.

So to make rules concerning capture
on land and water. Here come the pow-
erful words that are on a plaque right
outside the main door of the Armed
Services, now the Committee on Na-
tional Security: ‘‘To raise and support
armies.’’ And then a side though at
still to this day for over two centuries
dictates our budget process. We would
all like to have some kind of continu-
ity of 2, 3, 5 years on the defense budg-
et but we are restrained by this amaz-
ing document. ‘‘But no appropriation
of money to that use’’—supporting ar-
mies—‘‘shall be for a longer term than
2 years.’’

‘‘To provide and maintain a Navy.’’
The reason Navy is singular and armies
are plural is because we did have dif-
ferent armies fighting in the Revolu-
tionary War, George Washington, the
South and support for his troops but
under different command in the Caroli-
nas and Georgia. So Navy meant they
were only looking at the Atlantic.
They could not foresee yet a full-time
presence, the 6th Fleet in the Med or
the 7th Fleet in the Pacific. So Navy is
singular.

But to raise and support armies, to
provide and maintain a Navy, that is
this Congress. That means uniforms,
equipment, what type of aircraft, what
pay, what type of recruiting and how
many people will be in uniform. That is
why when Presidents in both parties
stand on their high horse about their
Defense budget, they propose. We de-
cide what the defense structure of our
America will be and we will fund it
properly.

Now, it continues, these 135 words:
‘‘To make rules for the Government
and regulation of the land and naval
forces.’’ Whether or not there will be
homosexuals on active duty is not Clin-
ton’s call, it is the call of this Con-
gress.

They would not even have a vote on
this House floor. The few voices for re-
cruiting homosexuals, male and fe-
male, no vote in this House. They tried
to do all that in star chamber, behind
the scenes, roll us in the conference
committees.

‘‘To provide for calling forth the mi-
litia.’’ There it is. Except in emer-
gency, a hurricane or something with
Governors having their proper—I am
coming to that—control of the militia,

that is, the National Guard, but to pro-
vide for calling forth the militia, the
Reserves and the National Guard.

‘‘To execute the laws of the Union,
suppress insurrections and repel inva-
sions.’’ That is a repeating of the dec-
laration of war power of this Congress
over the President, the 16 words, that
he is the commander when the fighting
starts that we declare because you can-
not have 535 commanders.

Next. ‘‘To provide for organizing,
arming, and disciplining of the mili-
tia.’’ When you call up the Guard, we
decide what discipline they will be
under.

‘‘And for governing such part of
them’’—the Reserves—‘‘as may be em-
ployed in the service of the United
States, reserving to the States respec-
tively’’—we are a Federal system—‘‘the
appointment of the officers, and the
authority of training the militia ac-
cording to the discipline prescribed by
Congress,’’ this U.S. Congress. I wanted
it on the record. The imperial Presi-
dency, out of control once again, must
be debated finally, this delineation of
power, in the 105th Congress. We do not
have time to do it over the next 3
weeks. We have to pass 12 spending
bills, and as we just heard announced
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY], our majority leader, we are
going to roll votes on Tuesday. So
when we come back in Wednesday at
noon for voting, there goes another
week, and then we are down to a few
productive days until we adjourn on
September 27 and the majority leader
told me he intends to stick to that pre-
diction on the 27th. Now, end of the
military constitutional part of my re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I
have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). The gentleman from Califor-
nia has approximately 14 minutes.

Mr. DORNAN. That is enough to dis-
cuss this tragedy.

Mr. Speaker, I am looking at the new
Time magazine. Donald Rumsfeld, who
served 10 years in this Congress, served
well, was appointed as one of the
youngest Secretaries of Defense, I
think the youngest in the history of
our Nation, by Jerry Ford, although he
only got to serve a year in that distin-
guished post. I understand that on
Meet the Press this weekend—I was, as
I said, in Great Britain at an air base—
my wife tells me that Rumsfeld was
asked about the Richard Morris mess
and that he said, ‘‘It doesn’t matter.’’
That is what it says on the cover of
Time: The Morris Mess. He said, ‘‘It
doesn’t matter.’’ He dismissed it. Well,
I think it does matter. Here is the ar-
chitect of Clinton’s comeback based on
family values and small issues.

Clinton stood right below the Speak-
er, at that second lectern, in his State
of the Union and said clearly, the era
of big Government is over. So he had to
deal with little things. And he men-
tioned about three dozen in his accept-
ance speech at the Democratic Conven-
tion in Chicago. But we see him dealing
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with little things, mostly involving our
future children, his 1 daughter, my 3
daughters, 2 sons, and 11 grandchildren,
God willing, this December. I have got
a higher stake in this than the Clin-
tons.

And he talks about school uniforms,
which my kids wore, 5 times 8, yes, 40
years my children wore school uni-
forms, not in high school but 5 children
times 8 years of grade school, they
wore school uniforms. And police uni-
forms. How many speeches have I made
dedicated to our men and women wear-
ing blue and Khaki, who put their lives
on the line for us domestically around
this country, to the increasing violence
level and crime.

And military. And obviously when I
am having breakfast with enlisted peo-
ple and sergeants and lunches and din-
ners, which is what a lot of us do who
are on the Armed Services or Commit-
tee on National Security traveling,
when I meet with them, sometimes it
is outspoken, sometimes it is in just
half sentences or half thoughts buried
beneath the discourse. The morale in
our military is better than the morale
in our Secret Service or our FBI be-
cause they are further away, the ones I
see in the field, from some of the dis-
graces and scandals that take place in
this country.

I will bring a chart to this floor next
week showing how many of Clinton’s
associates through all of his political
career are dead, in jail, disgraced, out
of the public eye. It is astounding. I
had a Democrat who I will not mention
tell me in this aisle, just before we ad-
journed in August, that it is dangerous
to be a friend of the Clintons. You end
up either dead or in prison or indicted.
That is from a Texan, a good man.

Here is this cover and, I think it cre-
ates a problem for our teachers across
this country. Here are, I cannot call
them the Morrises, because like Hil-
lary in the first gubernational term
from 1979 through January 1981, Hillary
did not use the name Clinton, she used
her maiden name, and I guess Morris’s
wife does not use it because it is not in
the whole article for eight pages. It is
Eileen McGann. Dick Morris and wife
Eileen McGann back home in Connecti-
cut last Friday.

This is what adultery gets you, the
cover of Time magazine. He was on last
week’s Time magazine, a rather hand-
some picture of Clinton with him in a
little cutout sitting on his shoulder,
like that old Disney cartoon of the
devil and the angel, and he is sitting
there and it says ‘‘The man who has
the President’s ear,’’ and he is back on
the cover of Time.

I asked the Library of Congress, they
gave me a guesstimate, going to have
the figures for me when I get back to
my office, I guess, of how many Time
magazine covers in a 52-week calendar
period are devoted to human beings,
because we have some covers on vita-
mins, on crime, or housing, sometimes
a racehorse like Secretariat taking the
Triple Crown will hit, it will be on

Time, Newsweek, and U.S. News. But
how many people are honored or dis-
honored with a Time magazine cover?
Very few 2 weeks in a row. You have to
be a President or a Prime Minister
with a war starting to get back-to-back
covers. I think Nixon did it for un-
happy reasons, but here is Dick Morris
on the cover of Time magazine 2 weeks
in a row.

And this cover is not because of an
affair with some person that he fancied
he was in love with at work, away from
his lawyer wife Eileen McGann in Con-
necticut, not a one night stand like
some weak businessman juicing up in a
topless bar and betraying his wife. This
is a $200-an-hour call girl, hooker for 10
months on a $500-a-night Democratic
campaign donation, people who fund
the Democratic party.

My mailing list would collapse, my
donations, which is I think the best
balance of PAC money—2 or 3 percent—
to small donations, to itemized people,
that is $200 or up, I think I have got the
best balance of anybody in either party
in the House—but mine would collapse,
those small little unitemized donors, if
they thought that I was living at $500 a
night, and that is on the candidate.

This guy is a consultant and he is
eating up Democrat money, big cha-
teaubriand meals at night. The basic
rate is $440 a night at the Jefferson
Hotel up on 15th street. That is where
he is meeting with this call girl, call
woman, Reynolds, whatever this pros-
titute calls herself. She was on Hard
Copy last night, kids across America
watching this.

What does a school teacher do, Mr.
Speaker, when they have to explain to
kids that for high-powered 10-month
adultery, your wife will pose with you
on the cover of Time. And listen to her
article here. Of course she writes, ‘‘Let
he who is without sin throw the first
stone.’’

And then it is a 6-page article. ‘‘Even
if this destroys me,’’ he says. Destroys
him? He signed a book contract with
Random House today, Mr. Speaker.
How many millions will that involve,
publicly giving this scandal to the Na-
tion? She ends with these words,
McGann: ‘‘I didn’t want to question
him on the details. I thought it would
bring further hurt.’’

I do not think I believe that. I see
you smiling ear to ear. No questioning
on the details.

‘‘It was too soon,’’ she said. Oh, the
crockery flies later, after the book deal
is signed. She says, ‘‘Let he who is
without sin cast the first stone. My ad-
vice, that we just had to get past it. I
accepted Dick’s apology. Dick and I
talked about the story again that
night. He was very, very upset.’’

How was she feeling? Was her heart
seized with pain, or is this the Hillary
school, if you can reflect and bask in
the glory of the power, that you will
take these hammer blows and insults.

‘‘But he was forlorn. I thought it
would be destructive to ask about the
details and to try and find out what
was true.’’

b 1645

I am sure. As the young people would
say, yeah, sure.

‘‘On Friday, we had lunch on our lit-
tle terrace overlooking our garden.’’

Oh, how prosaic. How utterly Vic-
torian hypocrisy this all is.

‘‘There were these press creatures
lurking in the wildlife preserve behind
our house trying to take pictures.’’

Why would they do that, when you
can get a picture of them in their din-
ing room, a picture of them in their
garde, if you have the Time Magazine
contract to follow up on last week, and
the picture posed, these are the dining
room curtains, you can see if from the
little dinner scene. I guess there are no
children. How would they be dev-
astated in the Morris-McGann house-
hold if there were children?

But she said, ‘‘Our golden retriever
named after Disraeli has been follow-
ing Dick around offering him comfort.’’

Oh, the golden retriever is giving his
comfort, and she is accepting his apolo-
gies.

‘‘Tomorrow a friend is going to bring
us another puppy, which I am going to
name Bismarck, and we will call him
Bizzy.’’

I don’t understand the Bismarck con-
nection there. He went down in flames.

‘‘Maybe that will help. We are going
to try to heal. The Random House book
contract will help.’’

This is pathetic. I will ask you some-
thing you already know, Mr. Speaker:
We had an Air Force three star general
leave the command, the Southern Com-
mand, for one brief adulterous situa-
tion, and leave his beloved U.S. Air
Force in disgrace.

If this was a CEO of any corporation
in America, I think the pressure from
the stockholders would say it is all
over. It happened to DeLorean when he
was CEO of Pontiac. He lost becoming
chairman of General Motors over some-
thing far less than this. Any military
officer I know in America, it would be
the end of their career.

But what does he get? A call the next
day from the leader of the free world,
from Hillary Clinton, and from Vice
President AL GORE. I wonder if they
were trying to fend off a Vincent Fos-
ter nightmare, to make sure he was
doing okay, is why they called.

What is happening to our country,
Mr. Speaker? What is going on in the
United States of America, that we are
unable to absorb a scandal for the im-
portance that it has, and dismiss all
this stuff, as though it does not count
and it does not reflect upon the highest
office in the land.

We are in for a tough 4 years if the
Dole-Kemp team cannot catch and
close the lead and dismiss the self-serv-
ing adventure of my friend Ross Perot,
who I had always considered a patriot
for what he had done for our POW’s and
our missing men in particular.

I do not know what the next 60 or so
days are going to bring us, but if this
country is going to tolerate and glorify
this kind of scandal at the top, then
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our decline as a civilization is proceed-
ing at a faster collapsing rate than I
had ever assumed.

When I would think Richard Morris,
who claims to be a Republican, would
ponder, is what was read in the homily
and in the Gospel at Lincoln Heath Air
Force Base where I went to mass Sun-
day.

First it says in the epistle, Peter’s
letter to the Romans, do not conform
yourself to this age. Romans 12, verses
1, 2. And then the gospel, this last Sun-
day, Matthew 16, 21 to 27, whoever
would save his life in this world, will
lose it. But whoever loses his life for
My sake will find it.

This is Jesus speaking.
What profit would a man show if he

were to gain the whole world and ruin
himself in the process? Even getting a
book contract. What can a man offer in
exchange for this very self?

I like the old translation, what does
it profit a man to gain the whole world
and lose his soul?

The Son of Man will come with His
father’s glory accompanied by His an-
gels, and when He does, he will repay
each man according to his conduct.

My advice for the Morrises would be
to disappear into a retreat, a decent
obscurity; forget the lousy book con-
tract, and try and rebuild your life
again with some dignity.

For our voters across this country, I
would tell them this, and I am going to
say it over and over in the next 3 weeks
with as many special orders as I can
get: Mr. Speaker, November the 5th is
not just an IQ test for every voter in
this Nation who bothers to go to the
polls. It is a morality test. If you do
not vote for Dole and Kemp, you flunk
a morality test in this United States of
America in the year of our Lord 1996,
and you flunk the IQ test too.
f

ISSUES CONFRONTING CONGRESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address a series of issues this
afternoon. Last month we watched the
Republican Convention, and Bob Dole
called it a success. I think that conven-
tion was probably more remarkable for
what was not said than what was said.
In 4 days’ time, there was no mention
of the Contract on America; there was
no mention of the Gingrich revolution;
there was no mention of the freshman
class.

Mr. Speaker, from what I could tell,
the Speaker himself spent the conven-
tion in the witness protection program.
He was not available, he was not seen.

Four years ago the Republicans said
‘‘Read our lips.’’ Two years ago they
said ‘‘Read our contract.’’ This year
they said, ‘‘Please don’t read our pro-
gram.’’

The Republican platform was written
by the folks who put together what we

have been arguing about rather vocifer-
ously over the past, oh, I would say a
year and a half, the same folks that
put together the Medicare cutting and
the education slashing and the Medic-
aid dicing and the environmental chop-
ping program that we have been trying
to repel here in the Congress.

Now, my colleagues may not want to
talk about it, but we remember and the
American people remember, they re-
member Medicare, they remember the
Speaker saying he wants Medicare to
wither on the vine. They remember my
friend DICK ARMEY saying Medicare
was a program he would have no part
of in a free world. They remember Bob
Dole bragging about his vote against
Medicare back in 1965.

The Gingrich think tank newsletter,
which was issued, the first one I be-
lieve, volume 1 of that newsletter, had
this banner headline: ‘‘For freedom’s
sake, eliminate Social Security.’’ I will
repeat that again. Mr. GINGRICH’s own
think tank in their first, I believe it
was their first, newsletter that they
published had this headline in their
newsletter: ‘‘For freedom’s sake, elimi-
nate Social Security.’’

So you not only have an attack on
Medicare, we have an attack on Social
Security.

Now, what is so devastating about
this is that we are talking about pro-
grams that affect a portion of our pop-
ulation, a rather huge portion of our
population, that is on a fixed income. I
quite frankly did not realize how fixed
that income was until a study was re-
leased by the Department of Labor
that showed that 60 percent of the sen-
iors in this country have incomes of
$10,000 a year or less. That includes
their Social Security and any annuity
that they may have.

That is quite remarkable, when you
think that that large a segment of the
American population with that rel-
atively meager income would be the
target on two of the programs that pro-
vide the foundation for their income,
Social Security and Medicare, of our
new Republican majority.

Senior citizens will remember, Mr.
Speaker, the fact that they were ar-
rested when they came here to protest
cuts in Medicare. They were arrested in
this Capitol. Two hundred seventy bil-
lion dollar cut in Medicare, they will
remember that, in order to take that,
put it in the pot, and use it for tax
breaks that primarily went to the
wealthiest individuals and corporations
in our society.

They will remember the double pre-
miums, the raiding on nursing homes
and those regulations that were estab-
lished to get rid of the abuses in nurs-
ing homes in our society, and doing
away with that entirely in the budget
bill that my colleagues on this side of
the aisle presented to us.

I will say also that the American
people will remember the cuts in edu-
cation, the biggest cuts in the history
of this country in education. Tens of
thousands of kids, they tried to kick

off student loans. One million kids
kicked off math and reading programs;
48,000 kicked off Head Start; 23 million
kids eliminated from the DARE Pro-
gram and the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools Program. That is the program
that teaches our kids to say no to
drugs, to say no to gang violence. It
teaches them the values that are nec-
essary for them to lead a healthy and
productive life as children and as ado-
lescents.

All of these things were attacked,
and we stood up, we said no. The Presi-
dent said no and vetoed these bills. We
had the support of enough Members to
make sure that those vetoes were not
overridden. So I think the American
people are going to well remember the
rather sorry and, if I may take it a step
further, pathetic record of this Con-
gress with respect to education. The
seniors will certainly remember this
Congress, this Republican-led Congress’
efforts with regard to Medicare and
Medicaid.

And if you are interested in the envi-
ronment, which is the future, it is what
we have, what we really have borrowed,
we have no right to despoil, that we
pass on to our children and grand-
children, hopefully in the form of clean
air and clean water and unspoiled
lands, the American people are going
to remember this Congress going after
the environment. Twenty-five percent
cut to the environmental protection in
this Congress in their budget bill; ef-
forts to stop EPA enforcement and
Superfund cleanup; efforts to stop
going ahead with safe drinking water
programs.

We have drinking water problems all
over the country now. In this city it is
not recommended that you drink out of
the tap. There are places all over the
country where that is the case because
the water is not safe. The reason it is
not safe is because parasites are get-
ting into the system, parasites like
cryptosporidium that got into the
drinking water system in Milwaukee.
One hundred four people were killed be-
cause of that; 400 became seriously ill.

These problems are about us around
the country, and we need to do some-
thing to upgrade these systems. They
do not last forever. Once you build
them, there are no assurances that
that road or bridge or sewer system or
water system is going to be there. You
have to maintain it. You have to refur-
bish it. You have to replace it.

But what happened in this Repub-
lican-led Congress? They voted to slash
the funding to do those things, to stop
raw sewage dumped into our drinking
water, which is a big problem in my
own area. We have been working to
make sure that Lake St. Clair, which is
the lifeblood of the Metropolitan De-
troit Area with respect to water and
fishing and recreation and many other
things, is severely ill. We are trying to
upgrade the sewage systems in the
Metropolitan Detroit Area to make
sure that that lake survives and is used
in the productive way that it has his-
torically been used.
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But they voted to cut the sewer grant

money. I have a community in
Marysville up in my district, St. Clair
County, a huge multimillion dollar
grant, would have been slashed, done
away with, had their proposal gone
into effect. So local sewage projects
have been frozen.

Of course, we are going to remember
families because of the raid that they
allowed, the Republican Congress, on
pensions, allowed corporations to go in
and raid pension funds of employees.
That is not their money. That is the
money of the employees. They worked
for that money, they earned that
money, and they have every right to
expect when they retire that those pen-
sion dollars are going to be there for
them, not siphoned off by some cor-
porate heads to pay for expansion over-
seas, where their jobs are going to
eventually go, or pay for increased sal-
aries of their executives. Executive sal-
aries already in this country have
reached levels proportionate to the av-
erage worker salaries that are reaching
really obscene levels.

Back in the 1960’s, the average CEO’s
salary was about 12 times more than
the average worker. It steadily climbed
until today it is 187 times more than
the average worker. If you go to the
top 30 corporations in America, it is 225
times more.

And what do they want to do? They
want to get in there and take the pen-
sion money of people who have worked
and struggled to put together a life for
themselves once they retire. It is one
of the worst, inhumane, cruel things
you can do to a person and a family.
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There are people who work every day
who take a good part of that day while
they are working daydreaming about
the day that they can retire, enjoy
themselves, take a little trip with their
family, work in the yard. I do not know
about my colleagues, but I have too
often faced case work in my district
where an individual will wake up and
the company is gone and their pension
is gone with them, just vanished. Or
this example: They find a little note in
their mailbox that says, well, because
your health insurance premiums have
increased so much, we are going to de-
duct that from your pension.

So they end up with virtually no pen-
sion in order to cover the cost of their
health premiums. It goes on every day
in this country. It affects literally
thousands and thousands and thou-
sands and hundreds of thousands of
people. And this Congress wanted to
allow corporations to come in and con-
tinue the raid on workers’ pensions.

I think it is important to remember
this Congress shut down the Govern-
ment twice, shut it down. I remember
colleagues coming down on this side of
the aisle into this well before these
microphones saying, let us shut it
down, let us shut it down; not under-
standing that there are some functions
that the Government has to do: road

service, police protection, military
service, things that are important to
the functioning of the country. Yet,
they came down here and closed the
Government twice.

Of course, they tried mightily to
block the minimum wage. We brought
the minimum wage to the floor five
times to get a vote to take it up, and
we were rejected each and every time.
But do you know what? On each vote
we got a little closer to a majority.
They finally realized over there that
this is going to pass. They figured out
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] and his motions were eventu-
ally going to get enough votes, and
they were going to be left in the short.

So, after blocking and delaying and
ducking for over a year, they finally
brought the bill to the floor. We passed
actually a pretty good bill. I might add
that my colleagues on this side of the
aisle added some very good provisions
with respect to small business that I
think added to that bill and made it
more acceptable and workable for the
small business community. I applaud
them for that action. But it took al-
most 11⁄2 years to get that done because
they just do not understand or sense or
feel the agony of having to work for
$4.25 an hour. You cannot raise a fam-
ily on $4.25 an hour. That is less than
$8,500 a year. What happens when peo-
ple make $4.25 an hour? They end up
working two jobs, three jobs, a lot of
overtime.

When they do that, they are not
home when their kids get home from
school. They are not there to teach
them right from wrong. Father is not
there for little league or soccer prac-
tice. He is not there for dinner con-
versations. Then the whole fabric of
civil society starts to unravel and the
social pathologies, delinquencies, gang
violence, drugs, all these things get
manifested and blown up to the point
where they become serious social prob-
lems in our society.

So the minimum wage, while it may
seem simple and it may not affect a lot
of people, it affected 10 million people,
most of them adults, about 66 percent
of those adults and most of those
women with children. It was important
because it was a symbol that this Con-
gress wanted to say that, when you
work, you ought to be rewarded for
your work and that work was better
than welfare.

As we move people off welfare, we
have got to be able to pay them decent
wages so they can maintain themselves
and their families. But our colleagues
on this side of the aisle spent a good
part of the year deciding that was not
going to happen.

Of course, the Republican leadership
on this side of the aisle eventually
voted against the minimum wage alto-
gether at the end anyway. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] voted
against it, the majority leader. He said
he would fight it with every fiber of his
being and he did. He lost, but he voted
against it at the end.

I suspect we should commend him for
it, because he lived up to his word; but
it was not with his help that we were
able to provide an $1,800 increase in sal-
ary a year for these 10 million Amer-
ican workers who need it in order to
raise their families and live a decent
life. It is still too low, but we made
some efforts to increase it for the first
time in 40 years. I think those folks
who supported that ought to feel good
about that. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BOEHNER], the caucus leader, the
conference leader in the Republican
Party, he voted against it. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], their
No. 3 person, the whip voted against it.

So as we get ready to wrap up this
Congress, and we are coming very close
to that, Mr. Speaker, we probably have
a couple, 3 weeks left here. I must say
it has been quite a disappointment. But
we have been able to withstand a lot of
the onslaught by the Republican ma-
jority on the Medicare front, the Med-
icaid front, education, the environ-
ment, and some of these worker issues.
But the people will speak, as they do
every 2 years. They will have the op-
portunity to make a judgment on
whether they approve of the work of
this Congress or whether they do not
approve of the work of this Congress.

I am anxious to take this case to the
American people and to my district. I
think what we have seen in this Con-
gress is a squandering of a lot of valu-
able time to deal with the issues that
people really care about, the issues
that folks talk about around the kitch-
en table.

What do they talk about? Do they
talk about, as the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] said last night on
the House floor, proxy voting? Is that
important for the American people? He
got up here and made a little speech
last night about how proud he was of
getting rid of proxy voting. I agreed
with him, I supported that. But that is
not what people talk about.

What they talk about is pensions.
They talk about how they are going to
afford to get an education for their
kids to go to college. They talk about
whether their drinking water is safe.
They talk about what kind of job and
what protections they have on their
job. They talk about things that affect
them on a daily basis.

What they want is an opportunity to
be successful, and what we need to do
is provide them the opportunity so
they can be successful themselves, not
have to worry about that pension going
kerplooey on them after 20 or 30 years
of work. We ought to make pensions
portable, that is what we ought to be
doing instead of letting corporations
come in and raid pensions.

Mr. Speaker, we ought to make it
portable so that if you move from this
job one year to another job, you carry
your pension with you and it builds up.
It is an easy thing to do. It is not that
complicated. But that is what we ought
to be focusing on. We ought to be fo-
cusing on the opportunities for their
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children to go to college. It is expen-
sive to go to college, anywhere between
$10,000 and $15,000 a year if you are
going away. Some places it is as high
as $20,000 and $25,000. Those families
cannot afford that.

What are we doing about it? What we
ought to be doing, as the President has
suggested and we have suggested, is
providing about a $10,000 tax deduction
for these families to send their kids to
school. That would help. That is some-
thing that they could get excited
about.

And leave those student loans alone.
They are there for a reason. They
work. Education is the best investment
we can make in this country. It has
historically been so. In my lifetime it
started after the Second World War
with the GI bill. They made a huge dif-
ference in the human resource poten-
tial and capability of this country.

The National Defense Act that oc-
curred a decade or so later made a big
difference. So we put student loans
into effect so students could afford to
go to school without having to pay ex-
orbitant interest rates once they left
school. Now in this Congress an at-
tempt to roll back student loans. I
guess what irritates me about that is a
lot of the newer Members on the Re-
publican side of the aisle got through
college on student loans. PHIL GRAMM
got through school on students loans.
NEWT GINGRICH got through college on
student loans. In fact if it was not for
student loans they would not be where
they are today, which is the only good
reason from my perspective to be
against student loans. A little joke,
but nonetheless, they want to pull the
ladder up now and not let anyone else
climb it.

That is not the way I think the coun-
try ought to operate. We work best
when we pull together as a community,
each helping one another, making op-
portunities for each other, not alone,
not as rugged individualists, but work-
ing as a community. It is what really is
great about America, the sense of com-
munity, going into neighborhoods
across this country and watching all
the activities that occur.

George Bush was absolutely right.
Maybe he did not use the best phrase,
but remember when he said he was ex-
cited about this thing called 1,000
points of light. I thought it was a pret-
ty good phrase, but a lot of people
made fun of it. What he was talking
about was community. He was talking
about folks coming together at the
PTA, the little league, the ethnic
clubs, the sports groups, the folks that
work the Habitat for Humanity crowd,
all these different organizations out
there doing things, giving to the com-
munity, giving to others, being cre-
ative, the Rotary, the Lions, the reli-
gious organizations. It is really what
this is all about. It is pulling together,
people pulling together, not individuals
doing it on their own.

It takes a community today to raise
a child. It starts in the home. It starts

with the parents. Of course, they are
the core, but it takes more than that.
It takes safe streets, it takes good
schools. It takes great teachers. It
takes a lot of things to make this
work. We have got to get back to that.
We have got to get back to that.

In conclusion, let me just say, Mr.
Speaker, I hope that this next Con-
gress, whomever is in charge, and I
hope it is us, but we will find out in
about 2 months, will adopt this sense of
community and this spirit that has
brought us forward over these past 200
years in this country, because it really
is what is at the heart of America.

If we do that again, I think we will
hopefully become a more collegial body
and work together to talk about the is-
sues that are so important to the
American people, the things they talk
about at the kitchen table, at the pic-
nic table, the things that are really im-
portant to them, and get away from
this whole notion that the world re-
volves around line item vetoes or proxy
voting or unfunded mandates.

I mean, some of these things may
procedurally be important to do, but
really, it is not really where folks want
us to laser in on their problems. They
want us to focus in on the things that
they care about: their education, their
pensions, their health care, their
wages. Those are the things that mat-
ter. And their families, their families,
making sure that the family works to-
gether, stays together, operates as a
unit.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I wish you a
good evening.
f

FIGHTING CRIME TO PROTECT THE
AMERICA DREAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. CHRISTENSEN] is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
during the month of August, I had the
opportunity to spend some quality
time with my fellow Nebraskans. Dur-
ing that month I knocked on over 3,500
doors and discovered that, willing or
not, people are beginning to focus on
the elections just 61 days away now.

The November elections are going to
be very historic for, as a nation, we are
poised to get ready for the 21st cen-
tury, where we will set the course for
flagship America and where that
course will go into many uncharted wa-
ters.

This November, we are going to be
selecting a helmsman to lead our Na-
tion into the next century to steer that
Nation, to steer our Nation on a safe
and steady course. This November, we
will decide whether to elect the reform
Congress, one that I believe has accom-
plished more in over a generation than
any other Congress, or return to the
status quo of higher taxes, bigger Gov-
ernment, bloated bureaucracy, unprec-
edented arrogance that came with 40
years of one-party Democratic rule.

I heard the former speaker talk
about the fact that it takes a village to
raise a child. It does not take a village
to raise a child. It takes a parent. It
takes two parents. It takes people that
care about a child to raise that child
up right.

I think that is what this November
election is going to be about: restoring
the American dream for that child. To
each of us it means a little bit dif-
ferent. To some it means going to col-
lege. To others it might mean owning a
home. To others it might mean being
an entrepreneur and starting your own
business. It means getting married to
some and starting a family.
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As a Member of Congress I believe
that the American dream has got to be
centered around a few very core issues.
One is balancing this country’s budget
to begin to pay off he $5 trillion worth
of debt that hangs around our chil-
dren’s necks, to give them an oppor-
tunity to live in a debt-free society full
of opportunity, opportunity awaiting
them in the 21st century. Restoring the
American dream means freeing Flag-
ship America of the anchor of taxes
and regulation and letting working
families keep more of their hard-
earned money and providing better op-
portunity for them all. Restoring the
American dream means streets where
seniors can stroll safely into the night
and schools where children can learn
without fear for their life and fear
walking to school in the morning with-
out their parent beside them.

And that is what I would like to talk
with you about this evening, the vio-
lent crime and illegal drugs that are
casting a long cold shadow over the
American dream, for without safe
streets, secure schoolyards and a drug-
free future, no other element of the
American dream is possible. We must
have safe streets, secure schools, and a
freedom from the fear for us to accom-
plish that American dream. I believe
this is possible, and I believe we can
achieve it.

You know, in Nebraska we are very
fortunate. Generally we have been
spared the worst of crime. The crime
and horror stories that are played out
on the TV screens which you see in
Chicago and Los Angeles and Houston
and New York does not normally hap-
pen in Omaha, but sadly that is no
longer true. You know, I grew up in the
rural part of Nebraska. I can remember
when we left our door unlocked and the
keys in the pickup. But no longer can
you do that. In Omaha last year alone
we had 41 killings, 8 more than in 1994.
Omaha’s police arrested 20 percent
more juveniles in 1995 then they did in
1994. And that shadow, the shadow of
crime, even took one of our brave men
in blue.

You know, two studies have been
released most recently that show that
we are losing the war on drugs. The
Health and Human Services study
showed that drug abuse is climbing



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH10102 September 5, 1996
among our teens, putting them on a
crash course with history. The study
showed that drug use by our children
doubled in the last 3 years. Monthly
use of LSD and other halucinogens
leapt 183 percent from 1992 to 1995, and
54 percent in last year alone. Cocaine
shot up 166 percent; marijuana grew at
141 percent. In 1992, 1 in 20 kids dabbled
in these poisons at least once a month.
But last year 1 in 10 used these drugs
regularly, twice as many. District 66
schools, the west side schools in my
district, released a study just a couple
days ago that showed that marijuana
use is increasing at every grade level.

If we are to rebuild the American
dream, it is here where we must begin,
in our schools, in our communities,
stone by stone and brick by brick. We
must rebuild the foundation of this
great Nation to insure freedom from
fear, freedom from drugs, to achieve
the opportunity for the American
dream for everyone, and this new Con-
gress has laid down the cornerstone in
this historic fight.

This past year the Congress took on
significant steps to make our streets
safer in the quest of that American
dream. We unanimously approved the
Victim Restitution Act. The bill in-
structs courts in Federal criminal pro-
ceedings to require convicted offenders
to pay restitution to their victims. The
fact that we passed this Victim Res-
titution Act without a single dissent-
ing vote tells me that Congress has
changed and that we can work in a bi-
partisan fashion. Nowadays we all
agree that criminals should have to
pay for their misdeeds literally.

We also approved the Exclusionary
Rule Reform Act which would allow
prosecutors in Federal court to use evi-
dence gathered by law enforcement of-
ficials acting in good faith. Today
criminals are frequently acquitted on
technicalities only because the officers
investigating unknowingly stepped
over some arbitrary line. We should
never allow a typographical error on a
warrant to be used by some slick crimi-
nal defense attorney to put a vicious
criminal back on the street. I am hope-
ful that this bill can be approved by
the other body and sent to the Presi-
dent soon for his signature.

We also passed the effective Death
Penalty Act to limit the number of ap-
peals of convicted felons on death row.
Currently those on death row can file
almost unlimited appeals, tying up the
courts and using the process to escape
their sentence. We have seen that
again and again in Nebraska where vi-
cious killers like ‘‘Whack ’Em’’ Willie
Otey and John Joubert were able to
cheat justice for decades. Finally the
people won out, and they are put to
death this year.

Now that this legislation has been
signed into law, I am hopeful that jus-
tice will soon become more swift and
much more certain. We passed the Vio-
lent Criminal Incarceration Act which
provides resources to States for prison
construction and also contained truth-

in-sentencing provisions intended to
make convicted criminals serve more
of their prison terms that they are
given.

We passed the Criminal Alien Depor-
tation Improvements Act which
strengthens our ability to deal with
aliens who are convicted of serious
crimes while they are in the United
States. It is a shocking fact that our
Federal prisons now hold more than 25
percent non-U.S. citizens. Since 1980
the number of alien inmates has sky-
rocketed 600 percent. Why on earth
should our States pay hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year to incarcerate
foreign drug dealers?

In the House we also passed legisla-
tion that would double the penalties
for most crimes against children and
against senior citizens. This legislation
sends a simple and clear message to
criminals that if you are so cowardly
and so craven that you must prey upon
the most vulnerable Americans, then
plan on becoming a permanent resident
of cell block B.

We also passed Megan’s Law. This
important legislation requires law en-
forcement officials to notify commu-
nities and families when a convicted
sex offender is released and moves into
their neighborhood. No longer will our
families live in fear from the unknown.
It is bad enough that some convicted
sex offenders are ever released. At the
very least we should let people know
when they move into their neighbor-
hood.

Working closely with my good friend
Representative LIGHTFOOT, chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee, we
passed legislation that will place the
Integrated Ballistic Imaging System,
better known as IBIS, into the Omaha
law enforcement communities. This
will allow our law enforcement offi-
cials to ‘‘fingerprint’’ bullets used in
the commission of a crime and match
them up with the gun they came from.

This will make crime solving a whole
lot easier for those charged with the
duty of protecting us and be able to
really lock the key on those convicted
of a crime using a gun.

Finally, after a lot of hard work, we
were able to get ‘‘high drug-traffick-
ing’’ States like Nebraska earmarked
with a $5 million to help us put a plug
on the evils of drugs flowing down
Interstate 80. It is still waiting ap-
proval over in the Senate, and we are
working with Senator LOTT to try to
get that through.

But I believe that each of these meas-
ures are an important factor in fight-
ing the increased drug usage in our
country, because I believe each bill,
brick by brick, gets us closer to restor-
ing that American dream.

Besides the bills that we passed here
in the House, I introduced two bills
that I believe will bring us closer to re-
storing the American dream and bring-
ing safety to our streets and secure
schools. One was my prison reform bill.
On this issue I have to admit I have got
some critics. Some people have said

that prisoners are overcrowded. Some
people have said that prisons are un-
comfortable. Some people have even
told me that prisoners are denied ac-
cess to recreation.

To my critics I say:
So what? For too long, liberal judges,

and slick criminal defense attorneys
and misguided policies have turned our
prisons into playhouses. To fix that, I
sponsored legislation that makes it
clear once and for all that our prisons
are not country clubs.

First, my legislation would require
prisoners to work 48 hours each week.
If both parents in middle-class families
are forced to work just to make ends
meet, at the very least we should de-
mand that those who have broken our
laws and terrorized our families should
put in an honest day’s work as well.

Second, the Christensen bill requires
Federal prisoners to study at least 12
hours per week.

Part of the role of the prison is to
prepare convicted criminals to reenter
society. It is not their choice whether
to spend that time playing cards or
getting their GED. It is our choice.

Third, my bill prohibits the use of
weight lifting equipment in Federal
prisons by Federal prisoners. Why
should taxpayers be forced to pay for
criminals to become stronger and more
deadly so that they can prey upon our
families once they reenter society? Our
prisons are not for recreation, they are
for incarceration.

Fourth, the Christensen bill would
ban the use of televisions in Federal
prisons, with a narrow exception for
educational purposes. So long as just
one Nebraska family cannot afford the
luxury of cable television, then not one
Federal prisoner should have it either.

It is time we quit treating our Fed-
eral prisons like Holiday Inns. Finally,
the Christensen bill seeks to end frivo-
lous prison litigation. Inmates right
here in Nebraska, in my district, have
claimed violations and have used tax-
payer dollars to fight their claims in
court for not having meals of their
choice, complaining about soggy toast
and cold hamburgers, cruel and un-
usual punishment because Nebraska
taxpayers would not pay for a nose job.
Even a right to child pornography in
prison, despite the fact that the inmate
was serving a sentence for first degree
sexual assault on a child and manufac-
turing child pornography. Try finding
those rights in the Constitution! But
some slick criminal defense attorney
probably would make that claim. The
bottom line is that these lawsuits are
nuts, and they must stop, and they
will.

The second piece of legislation that I
sponsored makes it clear that the prob-
lem with guns in our society is not the
guns but the felons who use them for a
criminal purpose. I call my bill the
Hard Time for Gun Crimes Act. This
bill would dramatically increase the
penalties for possessing, brandishing,
and discharging a firearm during the
commission of a Federal felony.
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For instance under my bill if you fire

a gun during the commission of a Fed-
eral crime, if it is the first offense you
will get 30 extra years in jail. If it is
the second offense, you will get a mini-
mum of 50, 50 extra years in jail.

The key message is that we have had
it with gun related violence. Americans
have zero tolerance for gun crime so
our justice system should as well too. I
think we should keep those who would
misuse guns in jail and not let them
walk the streets as they have done in
the past. No more slick criminal de-
fense attorneys pushing criminals to
freedom through legal loopholes, no
more soft sentences before the judge,
no more legal gymnastics setting
criminals free after a fraction of their
allotted time in jail. My bill sends a
very clear message:

If you want to use a gun to commit a
felony, plan on spending the next few
decades behind bars, no exceptions.

b 1730

I believe that the new Congress has
brought about true change. We have
worked hard to balance the budget for
the first time in a generation, just as
we said we would. We worked hard to
reduce the burden of big government
on hardworking Americans and job-cre-
ating businesses, just as we said we
would.

As I have laid out here today, we
have worked very, very hard to make
our streets safe and our schools more
secure, just as we said we would. We
are doing it so we can restore the
American dream for every child, for
every family, for a brighter and safer
21st century, because I believe to-
gether, in a bipartisan fashion, that
this Congress has had a number of suc-
cesses, and that together, and in future
Congress, we can continue to build a
future for that child, and that child
than can be raised by his own parents,
not the village, but by his family, for a
bright and safe 21st century.
f

REPORT FROM INDIANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOLEY). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MCINTOSH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to give my report from Indiana.
Each weekend my wife Ruthie and I
travel across the State of Indiana, and
often we meet good people who are tak-
ing responsibility for making our com-
munities a better place to live. In my
book, these people are Hoosier heroes,
Hoosier heroes because they work and
sacrifice to make a difference.

Today I would like to recognize many
of those individuals involved with the
Lincoln Central Neighborhood Family
Center in Columbus, IN, as Hoosier he-
roes. There are 5,000 people who live in
this neighborhood, one of the older
parts of Columbus. The families who
live in the Lincoln Central neighbor-
hood may be considered poor in finan-

cial terms. There are 40 percent of
them who are under the poverty line.
Eighty percent of the children from
that neighborhood are on free or re-
duced lunches. But I want to submit,
Mr. Speaker, that they are rich in spir-
itual materials, because citizens from
around the city came together to form
a community group to help rebuild, to
clean, and to make Lincoln Central a
better place to live.

They are people like Hutch
Schumaker, a local businessman and
community leader, who donated his
time to make sure that the planning
was in place and the community was
behind the effort to improve Lincoln
Central neighborhood; people like
Randy Allman, who is the coordinator
of the Lincoln Central neighborhood
group, who is responsible for conver-
sion of the armory into single apart-
ments for senior citizens; and Kate
Garvey, who is a local resident. She
has been very active in the planning
committee, making sure people from
the community are involved in this ef-
fort.

Then there is Diane Doup, who is the
activities coordinator. She is respon-
sible for allowing folks to come in and
tour. She took me and then later
Ruthie on a tour of the neighborhood
so we could witness firsthand the re-
markable efforts of the citizens of this
neighborhood, taking charge of their
own lives to build a better future.

Citizens in the Lincoln Central
neighborhood come from one of the
poorest areas in the inner city of Co-
lumbus, but by joining together to im-
prove, strengthen, and secure a better
way of life, their mission is very sim-
ple. I want to quote to you today, Mr.
Speaker, from their mission statement:

To create a safe and caring neighborhood
where individuals are treated with respect
and live in harmony in their community.

It first started in 1994, when hundreds
of volunteers from around Bartholo-
mew County, including local churches,
businesses, and other groups, joined
with the 5,000 neighborhood members
in Lincoln Central neighborhood to
work together. Along with some of the
local service agencies, they took
charge in a resolve to meet the needs of
their community.

When I was there I toured around the
neighborhood in August and I happened
to see some of their projects. I was
greeted by proud residents who were
eager to show me how they were im-
proving their neighborhood. They
began by buying up some of the old
houses, getting them purchased so they
could resell them to families who need-
ed them. Now those houses have been
fixed up and painted up and are some of
the best-looking houses on the block.
These families have been allowed to
move in and they have a better hope
for the future.

The neighbors have come together
and they bought up one house next to
an old play lot and have torn it down,
and are converting the entire area into
a new playground for the kids of Lin-

coln Central neighborhood. I saw many
dilapidated old homes that they have
targeted for refurbishment and re-
newal, so those who are less fortunate
will have a better place to live.

What is so remarkable is one of the
comments I heard from Jerry Combest,
a resident. He told me, as an organiza-
tion, we are looking for a hand up, not
a handout. We want to help make our
lives better for ourselves. That comes
through in the spirit from the members
of the Lincoln Central neighborhood.
They are not sitting back and asking
somebody else to take charge of their
lives and their neighborhood. They
want to take responsibility and fix up
their own neighborhood. These good
people are leading the way as examples
in Columbus, IN. I am proud of their
good work.

I want to say that everybody in-
volved with the Lincoln Central neigh-
borhood has earned the title of Hoosier
hero.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today through
Tuesday, September 10, on account of
official business.

Mr. GEREN of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on account
of personal business.

Mr. SANFORD (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of as-
sessing the effects of Hurricane Fran
on his district.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on
account of illness.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. VOLKMER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. BONIOR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PORTER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PORTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. VOLKMER) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CLAY.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mrs. KENNELLY.
Mr. SANDERS.
Mr. VENTO.
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. COYNE.
Ms. DELAURO.
Ms. WOOLSEY.
Mr. MURTHA.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PORTER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. FIELDS of Texas.
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.
Mr. TORKILDSEN.
Mr. MYERS of Indiana.
Mr. FLANAGAN.
Mr. MARTINI.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCINTOSH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. DINGELL.
Mr. GILLMOR.
Mr. SAXTON.
Mr. CRANE.
Mr. PASTOR.
Mr. GOODLING.
Mrs. LINCOLN.
Mr. MINGE.
Mr. MYERS of Indiana.
Mr. DIXON.
Mr. REED.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
Mr. EVERETT.
Mr. THOMPSON.
Mr. CONYERS.
Mr. TOWNS.
Mr. KING.
Mr. POSHARD.
Mr. MCINTOSH.
f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the United States Court of Federal Claims
with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe;

H.R. 3269. An act to amend the Impact Aid
program to provide for a hold-harmless with
respect to amounts for payments relating to
the Federal acquisition of real property, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 3517. An act making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 3754. An act making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.R. 3845. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-

trict for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 35 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 9, 1996, at 12 noon.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4809. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining the Public Housing De-
velopment Regulations (FR–3569) received
August 9, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4810. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Community Development Block Grant
Program for Indian Tribes and Alaska Native
Villages (FR–2880) received August 27, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

4811. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Congregate Housing Services Program
Streamlining (FR–4033) received August 27,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4812. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining of the Nehemiah Housing
Opportunity Grants Program (FR 4090) re-
ceived August 27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

4813. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Technical Amendment to the Section 8
Certificate and Voucher Conforming Rule
(FR 4119) received August 27, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

4814. A letter from the Assistant Chief
Counsel, Office of Thrift Supervision, trans-
mitting the Office’s final rule—Loans in
Areas Having Special Flood Hazards [No. 96–
82] (RIN: 1550–AA82) received September 3,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4815. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Thrift Depositor Protection Over-
sight Board, transmitting the joint annual
report of the Thrift Depositor Protection
Oversight Board and the Resolution Trust
Corporation for the calendar year 1995, pur-
suant to Public Law 101–73, section 501(a) (103
Stat. 387); to the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

4816. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting
Final Regulations—Indian Fellowship and
Professional Development Programs, pursu-
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities.

4817. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Occupational Safety and Health, Depart-

ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Scaffolds Used in the Con-
struction Industry (RIN: 1218–AA40) received
August 28, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities.

4818. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans, Tennessee; Approval of Revisions
to Permit Requirements, Definitions and Ad-
ministrative Requirements [TN–146–2–9608a;
FRL–5554–6] received September 4, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

4819. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Final
Regulations for Revisions to the Federal
Test Procedure for Emissions from Motor
Vehicles [FRL–5558–3] (RIN: 2060–AE27) re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4820. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of Kansas [FRL–5556–8] received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4821. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Washington and Oregon [FRL–5601–6] re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4822. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of New York [FRL–5556–2] received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4823. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Maryland 1990 Base Year Emission Inventory
[FRL–5603–1] received August 29, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

4824. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Interim Approval of Operating Permits Pro-
gram; South Coast Air Quality Management
District, California [FRL–5559–1] received
August 23, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4825. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Modification of
Secondary Treatment Requirements for Dis-
charges into Marine Waters [FRL–5601–2] re-
ceived August 23, 1996, purusuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4826. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Promulgation
of Reid Vapor Pressure Standard; Michigan
[FRL–5542–1] received August 23, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

4827. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
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Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Des-
ignation of Areas for Air Quality Planning
Purposes; Wyoming; Corrections [FRL–5560–
4] received September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4828. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Commonwealth of Virginia—1990
Base Year Emission Inventory [FRL–5603–3]
received September 4, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4829. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Commonwealth of Virginia—1990
Base Year Emission Inventory [FRL–5603–5]
received September 4, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4830. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Lead; Require-
ments for Lead-Based Paint Activities in
Target Housing and Child-Occupied Facili-
ties [FRL–5389–9] received September 3, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

4831. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Control of Air
Pollution From New Motor Vehicles and New
Motor Vehicle Engines: Regulations Requir-
ing On-Board Diagnostic (OBD) Systems—
Acceptance of Revised California OBD II Re-
quirements [FRL–5602–3] received August 27,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4832. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollu-
tion District [FRL–5557–2] received August
23, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4833. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments. FM Broadcast Stations
(Hawesville, Kentucky and Tell City, Indi-
ana) [MM Docket No. 94–156] received Sep-
tember 4, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4834. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—Regulations
Restricting the Sale and Distribution of
Cigarettes and Smokeless Tobacco to Pro-
tect Children and Adolescents [Docket No.
95N–0253] (RIN: 0910–AA48) received August
27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

4835. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major’’ final
rule—Order Execution Obligations [Release
No. 34–37619] (RIN: 3235–AG66) received Au-
gust 30, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

4836. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification of a cooperative Synthetic The-
ater of War [STOW] Project Arrangement
[PA] with the United Kingdom (Transmittal
No. 18–96), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to
the Committee on International Relations.

4837. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Korea for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 96–61),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4838. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Saudi Arabia for
defense articles and services (Transmittal
No. 96–67), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to
the Committee on International Relations.

4839. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to the Taipei Economic
and Cultural Representative Office [TECRO]
in the United States for defense articles and
services (Transmittal No. 96–68), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

4840. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Singapore for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
96–62), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the
Committee on International Relations.

4841. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Saudi Arabia for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No.
96–60), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the
Committee on International Relations.

4842. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 96–69),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4843. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification concerning the Department of
the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 96–66),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

4844. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the status of efforts to obtain Iraq’s com-
pliance with the resolutions adopted by the
U.N. Security Council, pursuant to Public
Law 102–1, section 3 (105 Stat. 4) (H. Doc. No.
104–259); to the Committee on International
Relations and ordered to be printed.

4845. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s major final rule—Migratory Bird
Hunting; Final Frameworks for Early-Sea-
son Migratory Bird Hunting Regulations
(RIN: 1018–AD69) received September 3, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4846. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Certification and Funding of State and
Local Fair Housing Enforcement Agencies
(FR 3322) received August 27, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

4847. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Revision of HUD’s Fair Housing Com-
plaint Processing (FR 4031) received August

27, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

4848. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army for Civil Works, Department of
the Army, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Pamlico Sound and Adjacent Wa-
ters, North Carolina, Danger Zones, Alli-
gator Bayou off St. Andrew Bay, Florida, and
Suisan Bay, West of Carquinez Straits at the
Naval Weapons Station, Concord, California,
Restricted Areas (13 CFR Part 334) received
September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4849. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Protective
Breathing Equipment (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 27219; Amendment
No. 121–261] (RIN: 2120–AD74) received August
26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4850. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A300 B2 and B4 Se-
ries Airplanes, Excluding Model A300–600 Se-
ries Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administra-
tion) [Docket No. 95–NM–263–AD; Amend-
ment No. 39–9724; AD 96–17–14] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4851. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Beech (Raytheon) Model BAE 125
Series 1000A and Model Hawker 1000 Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–166–AD; Amendment No.
39–9723; AD 96–17–13] (RIN: 2120–AA64) re-
ceived August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4852. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Lockheed Model 382, 382B, 382E,
382F, and 382G Series Airplanes [Docket No.
95–NM–10–AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4853. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Jetstream Aircraft Limited
HP137 Mk1, Jetstream Series 200, and Jet-
stream Models 3101 and 3201 Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
95–CE–94–AD; Amendment No. 39–9722; AD 96–
17–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received August 26,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4854. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A and
SAAB 340B Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 96–NM–181–
AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received August 26,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4855. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 767 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–124–AD] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4856. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
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Regulation: Provincetown Harbor Swim for
Life, Provincetown, MA (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD01–95–169] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received Au-
gust 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4857. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—New York
Super Boat Race, New York (U.S. Coast
Guard) [CGD01–96–072] (RIN: 2121–AA97) re-
ceived August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4858. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—MTV Music
Awards Fireworks Display, East River, New
York (U.S. Coast Guard) [CDG01–96–100]
(RIN: 2115–AA97) received August 29, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4859. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations: Mississippi Blawkhawks Water
Ski Show Upper Mississippi River Mile 633.0–
634.0 McGregor, IA (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD08–96–039] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
301(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4860. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Vessel Traffic
Service New York Area (U.S. Coast Guard)
[CGD 92–052] (RIN: 2115–AE36) received Au-
gust 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4861. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards; Lamps, Reflective
Devices and Associated Equipment (National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration)
[Docket No. 95–87; Notice 2] (RIN: 2127–AF78)
received August 26, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4862. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Civil Penalties:
Streamlined Enforcement Procedures for
Certain Security Violations (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 27873;
Amdt. No. 13–26] (RIN: 2120–AF36) received
August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4863. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D–200 Series
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 96–ANE–19;
Amendment 39–XXXX; AD 96–15–06] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received August 29, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4864. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Textron Lycoming Model TIO–
540–S1AD Reciprocating Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 91–
ANE–29; Amendment 39–9470; AD 91–21–01 R1]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4865. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.-
Manufactured Model AH–1, HH–1K, TH–1F,
TH–1L, UH–1A, UH–1B, UH–1E, UH–1F, UH–
1H, UH–1L, and UH–1P Helicopters (Federal

Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
SW–11–AD; Amendment 39–9741; AD 96–12–26]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4866. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.
Model 204B Helicopters (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–SW–07–AD;
Amendment 39–9739; AD96–12–25] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4867. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, A Divi-
sion of Textron Canada Ltd. Model 222, 222B,
222U, and 230 Helicopters (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–SW–08–AD;
Amendment 39–9740; AD 96–18–15] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4868. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Pilatus Britten-Norman Ltd.
(formerly Britten-Norman) BN–2A and BN2A
MK. 111 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 96–CE–16–AD;
Amendment 39–9748; AD 96–18–21] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4869. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Smithfield, NC (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–ASO–11] received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4870. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Tampa, FL (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Airspace Docket No.
96–ASO–12] received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4871. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Rochester, MN (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Airspace Docket
No. 96–AGL–1] received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4872. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Learjet Model 60 Airplanes (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
95–NM–240–AD; Amendment 39–9725; AD 96–
18–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4873. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; American Champion Aircraft
Corporation Models 8KCAB, 8GCBC, 7GCBC,
7ECA, 7GCAA, and 7KCAB Airplanes (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
CE–36–AD; Amendment 39–9726; AD 96–18–02]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4874. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting

the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, A Divi-
sion of Textron Canada Ltd. Model 206L,
206L–1, and 206L–3 Helicopters (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 95–SW–13–
AD; Amendment 39–9729; AD 96–18–05] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4875. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 737–300, –400, and
–500 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–138–AD;
Amendment 39–9728; AD 96–18–04] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4876. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A and
SAAB 340B Series Airplanes (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 95–NM–243–
AD; Amendment 39–9727; AD 96–18–03] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

4877. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A320–111, –211, and
–231 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–249–AD;
Amendment 39–9730; AD 96–18–06] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4878. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; McDonnell Douglas Model DC–10–
10 and –15 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation
Administration) [Docket No. 95–NM–204–AD;
Amendment 39–9735; AD 96–18–11] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4879. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28666; Amdt. No. 1749]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4880. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28667; Amdt. No. 1750]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4881. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Standard In-
strument Approach Procedures; Miscellane-
ous Amendments (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 28665; Amdt. No. 1748]
(RIN: 2120–AA65) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4882. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bellanca, Incorporated Models
17–30, 17–30A, 17–31, 17–31A, 17–31TC, and 17–
31ATC Airplanes (Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration) [Docket No. 95–CE–54–AD; Amend-
ment 39–9731; AD 96–18–07] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received September 5, 1996, pursuant to 5
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4883. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Beech (Raytheon) Model BAe 125–
800A and –1000A, and Model Hawker 800 and
1000 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–NM–165–AD;
Amendment 39–9733; AD 96–18–09] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 5, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4884. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A300–600 and A310
Series Airplanes Equipped With General
Electric Model CF6–80 Engines (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 95–
NM–175–AD; Amendment 39–9734; AD 96–18–10]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 5, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4885. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Airbus Model A320 Series Air-
planes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 95–NM–237–AD; Amendment 39–
9736; AD 96–18–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
September 5, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4886. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Elimination of
Regulations Concerning the Public Lands
Highways Discretionary Funds Program
(Federal Highway Administration) [FHWA
Docket No. 95–28] (RIN: 2125–AD69) received
August 29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4887. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Motor Vehicle
Content Labeling (National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration) [Docket No. 92–64;
Notice 9] (RIN: 2127–AG46) received August
29, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4888. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Examination of Re-
turns and Claims for Refund, Credit, or
Abatement; Determination of Correct Tax
Liability (Revenue Procedure RP–242645–96)
received September 3, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4889. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
concerning his actions in response to the ITC
safeguards investigation of broom corn
brooms, pursuant to section 203(b)(1) of the
Trade Act of 1974; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

4890. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Medicare Program;
Changes to the Hospital Inpatient Prospec-
tive Payment Systems and Fiscal Year 1997
Rates (RIN: 0938–AH34) received August 29,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4891. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on proliferation of
missiles and essential components of nu-
clear, biological, and chemical weapons, pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2751 note; jointly, to the
Committees on National Security and Inter-
national Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities. H.R. 3863. A
bill to amend the Higher Education Act of
1965 to permit lenders under the unsubsidized
Federal Family Education Loan program to
pay origination fees on behalf of borrowers;
with amendments (Rept. 104–775). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. GOODLING: Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities. House Reso-
lution 470. Resolution expressing the sense of
the Congress that the Department of Edu-
cation should play a more active role in
monitoring and enforcing compliance with
the provisions of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 related to campus crime (Rept. 104–
776). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 3640. A bill to provide for the
settlement of issues and claims related to
the trust lands of the Torres-Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 104–777). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BASS:
H.R. 4026. A bill to assist the State of New

Hampshire in examining the historical sig-
nificance of the Berlin, NH, area; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey:
H.R. 4027. A bill to amend the Food Stamp

Act of 1977 to forbid recipients of food stamp
benefits to resell, or to barter, food acquired
with such benefits; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

By Mr. LATOURETTE (for himself and
Mr. DINGELL):

H.R. 4028. A bill to amend the Great Lakes
Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1990 to
provide for implementation of recommenda-
tions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
contained in the Great Lakes Fishery Res-
toration Study Report; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. NADLER:
H.R. 4029. A bill to improve aviation secu-

rity by requiring air carriers to install cer-
tain explosive detection equipment at air-
ports and to use explosive resistant cargo
containers on aircraft, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

H.R. 4030. A bill to terminate ocean dump-
ing at the Mud Dump Site and other sites
within the New York Bight Apex off of the
coast of New Jersey; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H.R. 4031. A bill to provide that the provi-

sion of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
on the accounting of tips in determining the
wage of tipped employees shall preempt any
State or local provision precluding a tip
credit or requiring a tip credit less than the
tip credit provided under such act; to the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H.R. 4032. A bill to promote balance be-

tween natural resources, economic develop-

ment, and job retention in northwest Califor-
nia, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SANDERS:
H.R. 4033. A bill to amend chapter 35 of

title 44, United States Code, popularly
known as the Paperwork Reduction Act, to
ensure that Federal agencies give priority to
reducing paperwork burdens on small busi-
nesses having 50 or fewer employees; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and in addition to the Committee
on Small Business, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr.
GILCHREST, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey):

H.R. 4034. A bill to terminate ocean dump-
ing at the Mud Dump Site off the coast of
New Jersey; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. OBEY, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr.
KLUG, Mr. PETRI, Mr. ROTH, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETER-
SON of Minnesota, Mr. SABO, and Mr.
MINGE):

H.R. 4035. A bill to rescind the consent of
Congress to the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self and Mr. GILMAN):

H.R. 4036. A bill to strengthen the protec-
tion of internationally recognized human
rights; to the Committee on International
Relations, and in addition to the Committee
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachu-
setts, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. MILLER
of California, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 4037. A bill to impose certain sanc-
tions on countries that do not prohibit child
labor; to the Committee on International Re-
lations, and in addition to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BARR:
H.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to provide that no person born in
the United States will be a U.S. citizen on
account of birth in the United States unless
both parents are either U.S. citizens or
aliens lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence at the time of the birth; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 28: Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 103: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas and Mr. CUMMINGS.
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H.R. 777: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana.
H.R. 778: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana.
H.R. 809: Mr. LUCAS.
H.R. 858: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. BRYANT of Ten-

nessee, Mr. METCALF, Mr. BISHOP, and Mr.
GORDON.

H.R. 942: Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, and Mr.
TORKILDSEN.

H.R. 1073: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1074: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1229: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 1402: Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 1416: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 1863: Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 2006: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 2190: Mr. EDWARDS.
H.R. 2270: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 2416: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. PAYNE of

New Jersey, and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 2470: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 2489: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr.

DELAY, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. FROST,
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 2508: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. COLLINS of
Georgia, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 2548: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
H.R. 2582: Ms. NORTON
H.R. 2651: Mr. LUCAS and Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
H.R. 2727: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 2749: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 2807: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ROMERO-

BARCELÓ, and Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 2834: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 2892: Mr. DURBIN and Mr. MOAKLEY.
H.R. 2951: Mrs. MORELLA.
H.R. 2976: Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. MALONEY, and

Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 2994: Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 3000: Mr. LUCAS.

H.R. 3151: Mr. REED.
H.R. 3153: Mr. PETERSON of Florida.
H.R. 2182: Mr. HORN.
H.R. 3226: Mr. BALDACCI and Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 3307: Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 3337: Ms. HARMAN.
H.R. 3477: Ms. FURSE, Mr. ROMERO-

BARCELO, and Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 3482: Ms. NORTON and Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 3504: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BAKER of

Louisiana, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. FLANA-
GAN, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MANZULLO, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 3636: Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 3645: Mr. MANTON, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.

OBEY, and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 3648: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 3688: Mr. GEJDENSON.
H.R. 3733: Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 3752: Mr. POMBO, Mr. WELDON of Flor-

ida, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, and Mr.
DUNCAN.

H.R. 3775: Mr. KLUG.
H.R. 3799: Mr. EWING, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.

SKELTON, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. MCINTOSH,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. LEACH.

H.R. 3803: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr. DAVIS,
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 3836: Mr. FOX.
H.R. 3837: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FROST, Mrs.

THURMAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. TORRES, Mr. FLAKE, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 3849: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. MCKEON, and
Mr. DORNAN.

H.R. 3853: Mr. GORDON and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 3863: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. MASCARA,

Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr.
UPTON.

H.R. 3889: Mr. BONO, Mr. CALVERT, Mrs.
SEASTRAND, Mr. BAKER of California, Mr.
MOORHEAD, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. PACKARD, and
Mr. POMBO.

H.R. 3905: Mr. BLUTE, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 3923: Mr. RAHALL, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. WELLER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
FRISA, and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 3927: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. BRYANT of Texas, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
FRAZER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. GILMAN, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, and Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H.R. 3939: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 3952: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 3966: Mr. NEY, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.

HILLEARY, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 4006: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. PETRI, and
Mr. LUCAS.

H.J. Res. 97: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.J. Res. 127: Mr. ROGERS.
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. CALVERT.
H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H. Con. Res. 51: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr.

STUMP.
H. Con. Res. 145: Mr. FOX.
H. Con. Res. 195: Ms. FURSE, Mrs. THURMAN,

Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SABO, Mr.
DEFAZIO, and Mr. MANTON.

H. Con. Res. 200: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Res. 449: Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. JOHNSTON of
Florida, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H. Con. Res. 470: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr.
BAKER of Louisiana.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, You have created us 
to praise You. Forgive our pride that 
takes the place of praise in our hearts. 
So often, we want to be adequate in our 
own strength, to be loved by You be-
cause of our self-generated goodness 
and to be admired by people because of 
our superior performance. Pride pol-
lutes everything; it stunts our spiritual 
growth, creates tension in our relation-
ships, and makes us people difficult for 
You to bless. Most of all, our pride sep-
arates us from You, Dear Father. Life 
becomes bland, truth becomes relative, 
and values become vitiated. We lose 
that inner confidence of convictions 
rooted in the Bible and Your revealed 
truth. Now in this quiet moment, we 
praise You that You break the bubble 
of the illusion that with our own clev-
erness and cunning we can solve life’s 
problems. You give us back our sense 
of humor so that we can laugh at our-
selves for thinking that we can make it 
on our own. We humble ourselves be-
fore You and ask to be filled with Your 
Spirit. Now, with our minds and hearts 
firmly planted on the Rock of Ages, we 
greet the ambiguities of this day with 
the absolutes of Your truth and guid-
ance. In the name of our Savior and 
Lord. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT, is 
recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. For the information of all 
Senators, this morning the Senate will 
begin 30 minutes of debate on two of 
the appropriations conference reports. 
At approximately 10 a.m., following the 
debate, the Senate will proceed to two 
consecutive rollcall votes, the first 
vote being on the adoption of the mili-
tary construction appropriations con-
ference report, to be followed by a vote 
on the D.C. appropriations conference 
report. After those votes, the Senate 
will resume consideration of the VA– 
HUD appropriations bill. 

Last night, we were able to reach an 
agreement on a limitation of amend-
ments to that legislation, and I hope 
that any Senator with an amendment 
on the list will offer the amendment 
early today so that we can complete 
action on this very important appro-
priations bill. Rollcall votes should be 
expected throughout the day and into 
the evening, if necessary. 

I do point out that there were 38 
amendments on the list that was 
worked out last night. I presume a 
number of them are place holders or 
would be offered depending on whether 
other amendments are offered. I hope 
we will not go through that exercise 
too long today and we can get on with 
the very serious amendments and vote 
on them so that we can move on to 
other appropriations bills. 

I want to emphasize beginning today 
that I want to work in good faith with 
the Democratic leadership and with all 
of our colleagues to complete this ap-
propriations bill and the remaining 
four. But in order to do that, it is going 
to take real cooperation. We have a 
limited number of days, and already I 
am getting the sneaking suspicion that 
there is a slow rolling process already 
being planned by the delay, by the lack 
of real progress yesterday, by the num-
ber of amendments. And if that is 
going to be the way things are handled, 
it is going to leave me with no option 

other than to take serious actions, in-
cluding forcing votes, which can be 
done, night sessions, even having to go 
into the weekend, or pulling down im-
portant bills. 

Veterans and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, I do not think my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
want to be held responsible for block-
ing or delaying unnecessarily consider-
ation of a bill that funds the veterans 
programs and the HUD programs. So 
let us start off on a positive note. I 
think we struggled through that a lit-
tle bit yesterday, but we are working 
together at this point. 

We are going to continue to work to 
see if we can get an agreement on an 
Iraq resolution. There is a meeting at 
10 o’clock on that. I hope we can go for-
ward in a positive way and get our 
work done. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
turn to the consideration of the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 3517, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3517) making appropriations for military 
construction, family housing, and base re-
alignment and closure for the Department of 
Defense for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1997, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
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recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma-
jority of the conferees. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
July 30, 1996.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
shall now be 20 minutes of debate on 
the conference report equally divided 
in the usual form. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair very much. We have been 
working very closely with my ranking 
member, Senator REID, from Nevada. 
He has one little duty to perform be-
fore he comes to the floor. I would hate 
to start without him here because we 
have worked so closely on this piece of 
legislation. 

I will suggest the absence of a 
quorum until he arrives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring before the Senate the 
conference report on the military con-
struction appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1997. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
is within the revised 602(b) budget allo-
cation for both budget authority and 
outlays. 

The conference agreement is $850 
million over the President’s budget re-
quest. This amount is the same as what 
will be authorized in the armed serv-
ices conference report. This conference 
agreement is $1.2 billion under the 
amounts approved by the conferees last 
year. 

Mr. President, I believe the military 
construction budget is not being ade-
quately funded. We have never recov-
ered from the reductions that were 
made in anticipation of the base re-
alignments and closures. 

I want to give the Pentagon fair 
warning. During this period of troop re-
ductions and base closures throughout 
the United States and the world, we 
should have been dramatically modern-
izing our defense infrastructure. 

It is no longer business as usual. We 
must address these mounting defi-
ciencies. 

I would like to mention briefly some 
provisions in this conference agree-
ment. First, the conferees approved $2.5 
billion for implementation of the base 
realignment and closure decisions. This 
amount includes $1.2 billion for the 1995 
round. There is also $776 million for en-
vironmental cleanup of these facilities. 
We have now funded the majority of 
BRAC requirements. Now we must 
make sure these funds are being cor-
rectly spent. 

Mr. President, $4 billion of this ap-
propriation is for housing the families 

of our military. This is 41 percent of 
our appropriation. I am happy to say 
this percentage is growing. It was 38 
percent last year. We must address the 
quality of life issues we have ignored 
for so long. 

Also, we have created a new initia-
tive which will start to relieve some of 
the burden of providing adequate hous-
ing for our single soldiers. It is like 
Secretary Perry’s efforts for family 
housing. 

Mr. President, the conference agree-
ment provides an additional $185 mil-
lion for the National Guard. This in-
cludes additional funding for planning 
and design. The Army National Guard 
especially needs this funding to prop-
erly execute their construction pro-
gram. 

I am confident that the President 
will not veto this bill. This bill in-
cludes funding for Incirlik, Turkey, 
where our Air Force has been flying 
the mission over the northern part of 
Iraq. Also, there is funding for Aviano, 
Italy, where our Air Force and Marines 
fly missions over Bosnia. We must all 
support our troops at this critical 
time. 

There is one issue my colleagues 
should be aware of. We have tied fund-
ing for the Army programs overseas to 
the Army National Guard. For years 
we have directed the Army to start 
supporting the Reserve components. 
Each year they have chosen to ignore 
the direction of the Senate. 

Mr. President, the appropriations 
conferees took a strong course of ac-
tion on this issue. This year we have 
language which directs the Army to 
program $75 million for the Army Na-
tional Guard. Officers within the Army 
have suggested that it is only report 
language. They do not think they need 
to follow our direction unless it is in 
bill language. What they do not under-
stand is that this body supports the 
citizen soldier. We know that we will 
call on them if we ever have to face an-
other major conflict. The Army has not 
figured this out. I want to put them on 
record. The Army is going to have a 
difficult time, until they start sup-
porting the Guard. 

On a brighter note, we have included 
a sense of Congress which calls for the 
Secretary of the Army to name a new 
administrative facility, at Redstone 
Arsenal, AL, the Howell Heflin Com-
plex. This is a small tribute to one of 
the great Senators of our time. I wish 
my friend well and hope he enjoys his 
coming years. 

Mr. President, this is good bill. It is 
a bill that meets the demands of our 
national security interests. I urge the 
Senate to approve the conference ac-
tion on this issue. 

I now yield the floor and ask for the 
comments of the ranking member of 
this committee who has just been a joy 
to work with. We have worked on this 
a long time and, being very com-
fortable with the bill, I think it war-
rants passage. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it has been 
a pleasure to work closely with the dis-
tinguished chairman on this measure. 
We have had an open, bipartisan ap-
proach to the problems of family hous-
ing, Reserve and Guard forces, and the 
other matters in the bill. We have not 
had any significant disagreements. I 
believe that this is a good product, and 
I hope that the Senate will support it 
overwhelmingly. I thank at this time 
the majority staff director, Jim 
Morhard and his assistant Warren 
Johnson, for their work and coopera-
tion with my staff, Dick D’Amato a 
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee assigned to me to work on this 
and other appropriations matters. B.G. 
Wright also of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, also has made a significant 
contribution. I publicly commend 
Peter Arapis and Jerry Reed of my per-
sonal staff who have dedicated many 
hours to the completion of this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. President, as I indicated, I am 
pleased to join with the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, Sen-
ator BURNS from Montana, in pre-
senting this conference report on mili-
tary construction for fiscal year 1997 
before the Senate. Mr. President, I 
fully support the recommendations in 
this bill. I compliment the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the distinguished 
Senator from Montana [Mr. BURNS], for 
his excellent work and that of his staff. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
and I have again this year, enjoyed an 
open and productive working relation-
ship in bringing the recommendations 
in this bill to the Senate. 

This bill, reported here today is $1.195 
billion lower than last year’s appro-
priated amount, and is also $50 million 
lower than the construction bill pro-
posed by the House of Representatives. 

Again this year, our bill strives to 
improve the quality of life for the Na-
tion’s military service members. This 
military construction bill emphasizes 
housing initiatives, both for families 
and improved housing for single service 
members. It provides $4.1 billion for the 
construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of family housing, and to the 
Homeowner’s Assistance Program. 

I would like to be able to say that 
spending this $4.1 billion takes care of 
all the housing needs of our military, 
but it does not come close. We are 
going to have to continue working on 
that. 

I add, Mr. President, in time of crisis, 
we rely heavily on the Guard and Re-
serve. During the gulf war crisis, we 
called upon the Guard and Reserve to 
bear more than their share of the bur-
den, especially based on how we have 
funded them in the past. This year’s 
administration request included no, I 
repeat, no major construction projects 
for the Army National Guard. This 
practice is completely unacceptable. 
Administration requests including no 
major construction projects for the 
Army Guard mandates that we seri-
ously review any Member request for 
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its worthiness, and there are many 
worthy and badly needed projects, 
without which, our Reserve Forces 
could not continue to function. It sim-
ply would be unfair to not give them 
some consideration simply because 
they have been ignored by the Pen-
tagon. 

The committee continues to support 
the NATO Security Investment Pro-
gram, however it is concerned that 
member nations are not properly help-
ing to defray construction program 
costs. The committee therefore urges 
the Secretary to seek increased con-
tributions from our allies. A require-
ment for preposition exists in South-
west Asia, however, we have no treaty 
relationships with our allies there. Al-
though we should proceed with such 
projects, we should secure long-term 
bilateral agreements and assume full 
cost-sharing arrangements prior to the 
initiation of any construction projects 
in the region. 

The subcommittee has added certain 
needy projects to the administrations 
request: $850 million was added to the 
budget that would include $220 million 
for Guard and Reserve projects, and 
over $258 million in badly needed fam-
ily housing. 

I commend the chairman for taking 
the many requests from Senators to in-
clude projects in this bill. This is ne-
cessitated, annually, in large part, be-
cause the Department of Defense has 
again, as it has in the past, refused to 
adequately fund the construction 
projects for the National Guard, requir-
ing the subcommittee to review many 
worthy projects suggested by Senators 
and the National Guard and to come up 
with a fair and equitable solution to 
the problem. 

To have people come and say, and 
there are only just a few, come and 
say, ‘‘The Pentagon did not request it, 
how possibly could we be seeking 
money here?’’ We are doing it because 
it is the right thing to do, the only 
thing to do, and Senator BURNS and I 
greatly appreciate the support the sub-
committee has received in our support 
for the Guard and Reserve. 

The administration requested only $7 
million for Army National Guard con-
struction, compared to $137 million ap-
propriated in fiscal year 1996, and that 
amount was well below the previous 
year’s $188 million appropriation. This 
is a 95-percent reduction in only 1 year. 
This type of request is incomprehen-
sible and irresponsible. To help try to 
balance the scale, the subcommittee 
used strict criteria to evaluate many 
worthy projects suggested by Members, 
and a strong effort was made to take 
all Members’ interest into consider-
ation. We could not fulfill all the re-
quests, but we did our best. 

While no Senator that I am aware of 
has been fully satisfied, I think the re-
sult is as fair and equitable as possible, 
given the significant budget con-
straints that we are working under. 

Again, I express my appreciation to 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 

his fine work on this legislation. I 
again ask the Senate to overwhelm-
ingly support this legislation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The pending military 
construction conference agreement 
provides $9.982 billion in new budget 
authority and $3.140 in new outlays for 
military construction and family hous-
ing programs for the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 1997. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the outlays for 
the 1997 program total $10.375 billion. 

This legislation provides for con-
struction by the Department of De-
fense for U.S. military facilities 
throughout the world, and it provides 
for family housing for the Active 
Forces of each of the U.S. military 
services. Accordingly, it provides for 
important readiness and quality of life 
programs for our service men and 
women. 

The conference report falls within 
the revised section 602(b) allocation for 
the Military Construction Sub-
committee. I commend the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, the 
Senator from Montana, for bringing 
this bill to the floor within the sub-
committee’s revised allocation. 

The bill provides important increases 
over the President’s request for 1997, 
and I urge the adoption of the con-
ference report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing the relation-
ship of the conference report to the 
subcommittee’s section 602(b) alloca-
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING 
TOTALS—CONFERENCE REPORT 

[Fiscal year 1997, Dollars in millions] 

Category Budget au-
thority Outlays 

Defense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other ac-

tions completed ....................................... .................. 7,204 
H.R. 3517, conference report ....................... 9,982 3,140 
Scorekeeping adjustment ............................. .................. ..................

Adjusted bill total ................................... 9,982 10,344 

Senate subcommittee 602(b) allocation: Defense 
discretionary ..................................................... 9,983 10,375 

Adjusted bill total compared to Senate sub-
committee 602(b) allocation: Defense discre-
tionary ............................................................... ¥1 ¥31 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wanted 
to take just a few moments to com-
mend Senators CONRAD BURNS and 
HARRY REID, the chairman and ranking 
member of the Military Construction 
Subcommittee. The conference report 
for the fiscal year 1997 Military Con-
struction Appropriations Act that has 
been put before the Senate is an excel-
lent product. It protects the interests 
of the Senate, and more importantly, it 
addresses the needs of our men and 
women in uniform. 

This conference agreement rep-
resents a compromise between the 
House and the Senate, and I am aware 

that many items of interest to Mem-
bers of both the House and the Senate 
had to be scaled back or deferred. 
Nonetheless, I am convinced that 
Chairman BURNS and Senator REID bro-
kered a good deal for the Senate. 

I understand that there are several 
projects which were supported by the 
Senate in both the appropriations and 
authorization processes that are funded 
in this conference agreement, but for 
which no funds are specifically author-
ized in the conference report filed by 
the Armed Services Committee. I am 
hopeful that legislation will be enacted 
by the end of this session which will 
clarify the position of the Congress 
that these programs should be consid-
ered authorized and I will work to that 
end. 

Once again, I wanted to thank Sen-
ators BURNS and REID for their leader-
ship on this matter and I urge all my 
colleagues to support this conference 
report. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, for sev-
eral years now, I have tried to restrain 
Congress’ propensity to add hundreds 
of millions of dollars of unrequested, 
low-priority projects to the military 
construction budgets. I have tried to 
amend the military construction bills 
when they come before the Senate to 
strike these add-ons, but I have failed. 
I have tried to impose reasonable cri-
teria for evaluating Members’ requests 
for add-ons, and although the Senate 
agreed to abide by these criteria, there 
are still projects added that do not 
meet the criteria. 

This year, Mr. President, is no dif-
ferent. 

Since 1990, the Congress has added 
more than $6 billion to the military 
construction accounts. That’s almost 
$1 billion in pork-barrel spending every 
year. This bill increases the amount of 
waste by another $850 million. Where 
will we stop this endless pork-barrel-
ling using taxpayers dollars? 

When the Senate passed the military 
construction bill for fiscal year 1997, it 
contained $700 million in unrequested 
funding. The House added $900 million 
to the request for military construc-
tion, and I assumed that a conference 
agreement would probably split the dif-
ference between the bills. But I find, in 
reviewing this conference bill, that it 
contains $850 million in unrequested 
funding. Apparently, in the interest of 
protecting as many Senators’ add-ons 
as possible, the Senate conferees de-
cided to go more than halfway toward 
the House position. 

Mr. President, I am amazed to find 
that this bill even includes an add-on 
for Arizona. But that add-on of $6.7 
million is small potatoes compared to 
the magnitude of the add-ons for some 
States. 

There were 13 States that received 
more than $20 million in add-ons in 
this bill. Of those 13 States, 6 States re-
ceived more than $30 million in add- 
ons, 3 received more than $40 million in 
add-ons. And one State received a 
whopping $55 million in add-ons. 
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Mr. President, I am not going to take 

up the time of the Senate by listing all 
the add-ons in this bill. The informa-
tion is there in the conference report, 
for those who care to review it. I will 
only say that I am shocked and sad-
dened that, with the severe shortfalls 
in other high-priority military require-
ments, the Congress is wasting so 
much money on pork-barrel projects 
like these. 

This is the same Congress that ar-
gued successfully for an $18 billion in-
crease in the defense budget over the 
past 2 years, principally because mili-
tary modernization had been cut dras-
tically by the Clinton administration. 
That is why I am puzzled that we waste 
nearly $1 billion of this year’s $11 bil-
lion add-on for military construction 
projects. 

While the Defense authorization and 
appropriations bills this year provide 
an additional $6 or $7 billion for pro-
curement, this amount is only about 
one-third of the $21 billion needed to 
meet General Shalikashvili’s target of 
$60 billion per year for procurement of 
modern weapons systems. We still have 
a $14 or $15 billion shortfall in urgently 
needed modernization funding. Yet we 
are wasting $850 million on 
unrequested, low-priority military con-
struction projects. It just does not 
make sense to me. 

Mr. President, I mentioned the cri-
teria the Senate adopted 2 years ago to 
evaluate Members’ requests for mili-
tary construction add-ons. I am some-
what gratified to learn that the close 
scrutiny focused on military construc-
tion projects has succeeded in forcing 
at least some degree of control on the 
process. The majority of the projects in 
this bill meet four of the five criteria 
established 2 years ago for Senate con-
sideration of unrequested military con-
struction projects. The projects are: 
mission essential; not inconsistent 
with BRAC; in the FYDP; and execut-
able in fiscal year 1997. 

But none of the projects meet the 
fifth criterion, which requires the 
added funding to be offset by a reduc-
tion in some other Defense account. 
And five of the projects in this bill, to-
talling $23.7 million, are not even au-
thorized, although I suspect political 
pressure will result in an authorization 
of each of them at some future time. 

Mr. President, I know there are some 
very good aspects of this bill. It does 
provide funding for high-priority qual-
ity of life projects, including child care 
centers and family housing projects. It 
includes a provision which will give the 
Guard and Reserve components the op-
portunity to come to Congress with a 
long-term plan to meet their military 
construction requirements. For these 
provisions, I applaud my colleagues on 
the Military Construction Sub-
committee. 

But $850 million is a lot of taxpayer 
dollars to waste. How do we explain to 
the American people why we need $11 
billion more for Defense this year, 
when we spend $850 million for projects 

that do little or nothing to contribute 
to our Nation’s security? 

I know this bill cannot now be 
amended, and my words will have little 
effect on the final vote on this bill. But 
I cannot stand aside and allow a bill 
laden with $850 million in pork-barrel 
spending to pass the Senate without 
objection. I will vote against this bill, 
and I will urge the President to veto 
this measure when it comes to his 
desk. And Mr. President, I will con-
tinue to fight against the stubborn 
congressional tradition of wasteful, 
pork-barrel spending. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of unauthorized projects and the States 
receiving the largest benefits be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
Unauthorized projects in military construction 

conference 

Millions 
Hawaii—Army aviation support 

facility ...................................... $5.9 
Kansas—Consolidated education 

center ....................................... 6.7 
Iowa—Aircraft arresting system 1.35 
Louisiana—Bachelor enlisted 

quarters .................................... 4.8 
Mississippi—Quaywall extension 4.99 

Total ................................... 23.74 

States received largest share of add-ons 
[In millions of dollars] 

Texas ............................................... 55 .983 
Hawaii .............................................. 45 .58 
Nevada ............................................. 40 .855 
Virginia ........................................... 34 .969 
North Carolina ................................. 34 .21 
Florida ............................................. 30 .248 
Montana ........................................... 27 .2 
New Mexico ...................................... 27 .1 
Mississippi ....................................... 24 .7 
Georgia ............................................ 24 .252 
Kentucky ......................................... 23 .0 
California ......................................... 22 .85 
Indiana ............................................. 22 .0 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I will 
vote today in opposition to the mili-
tary construction appropriations con-
ference report. The conference report 
adds $850 million to the President’s 
budget request. Like its authorization 
counterpart, virtually all of the 
projects added to the budget request 
are the result of requests made by 
Members of the House and Senate. 

I am gratified that some discipline 
has been adopted in this annual process 
in that added projects now meet what I 
consider to be minimal requirements 
like meeting a national security re-
quirement and being in the Pentagon’s 
5-year plan. Nevertheless, I cannot sup-
port a process that results in hundreds 
of millions of dollars being added to 
the military construction budget based 
merely on Members requesting funding 
for those projects. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as cochair-
man for the National Guard Caucus I 
rise to comment on the process of fund-
ing our Nation’s military construction 
needs. 

The Senate, in the past years, has 
voted to appropriate necessary mili-

tary construction funds to offset the 
neglect of administrations in order to 
make sure that the defense infrastruc-
ture would be adequately funded. 

The Senate this year was again 
forced by the Clinton administration to 
make sure that the defense infrastruc-
ture would be adequately funded. 

Active Force infrastructure has tra-
ditionally been adequately funded with 
the Guard Forces traditionally under-
funded. Why has it been this way, 
many have asked, and the answer 
which is whispered through the Halls of 
this building is that the Congressmen 
and Senators will take care of it, and 
we have and we do and we will because 
we care about the welfare and readi-
ness of the National Guard and Air Na-
tional Guard even if some administra-
tion officials do not. 

The administration this year funded 
the Army Guard to the tune of $7 mil-
lion, $7 million for the entire Army 
Guard infrastructure for all 50 States 
and Puerto Rico; $7 million. 

For the entire Army Guard Force. If 
the Senators here respect our citizen 
soldiers, then they must rectify this 
shoddy treatment of those who protect 
us. My colleagues on the committee 
have done just that and they have done 
it with strict adherence to a rigorous 
set of standards for these necessary 
quality of life and readiness projects. 

The committee considered each of 
the programs added to this year’s mili-
tary construction bill for its 
executability in fiscal year 1997, its 
being of the highest priority for the 
base commanders and National Guard 
tags, its inclusion in the FYDP, and its 
overall necessity to quality of life and 
readiness. Currently, this is the only 
venue we have to maintain infrastruc-
ture readiness and essential and hous-
ing projects which were designated as 
critical by each State’s adjutant gen-
eral. I urge all Senators to support the 
men and women of the Guard and sup-
port the Guard’s ability to carry out 
its missions. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana has 4 minutes, 15 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. BURNS. Again, I thank my 
friend from Nevada for his support and 
contribution to this subcommittee this 
year. We could not have put this bill 
together without him and his staff. He 
is backed by an able staff that under-
stands what is needed and how to get it 
done: Dick D’Amato, B.G. Wright, and 
Peter Arapis. 

I also thank Jim Morhard on the 
committee staff, Julie Lapeyre in my 
office, Warren Johnson, and Mazie 
Mattson. 

Mr. President, I know of no other fur-
ther debate on this conference report. I 
think it is a fair and equitable con-
ference agreement and I urge its ap-
proval by the Senate. 

So, Mr. President, I urge the adop-
tion of the conference report and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There appears to be a sufficient sec-

ond. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I under-
stand we have about 4 minutes left on 
the debate on the MilCon appropria-
tions conference report. I ask unani-
mous consent to yield back all remain-
ing time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURNS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the conference re-
port accompanying H.R. 3517 will be 
laid aside. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous report, the Senate will 
now proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report accompanying H.R. 
3845, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3845) making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against revenues of said District for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1997, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
this report, signed by a majority of the con-
ferees. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
August 1, 1996.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
shall now be 10 minutes for debate on 
the conference report equally divided 
in the usual form. 

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to bring before this body the 
conference report on the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations. Needless to say, 
the city is having difficult times, and 
it is important that we expeditiously 
dispense with the conference report. 

This report does not reflect my own 
views in each instance, nor the indi-
vidual views of the Senate conferees. It 
is the result of true compromise with 
our colleagues in the House. The con-
ference report provides for Federal 
funding of slightly less than $719 mil-
lion and overall spending of $5.1 billion 
within the District of Columbia. 

I regret that, again, this year the 
conference report dictates to the city 
how it will spend its own funds on con-
troversial social issues. The conference 
report continues current law on sub-
jects of both abortion and the Dis-
trict’s domestic partners legislation. 

Unlike the Senate-passed appropria-
tions bill, the conference report pro-
vides that no funds, Federal or local, 
may be used to fund abortion except in 
the case of rape, incest or when the life 
of the mother would be endangered. 
Likewise, no funds may be used to im-
plement the domestic partners legisla-
tion adopted by the District 4 years 
ago. 

I am pleased, however, that these 
were the only divisive issues in the 
conference this year and that we are 
bringing the conference report before 
the Senate in early September rather 
than the following April, as last year. 

The major budget differences be-
tween the House and Senate bills was 
the inclusion in the House bill of a def-
icit cap of $40 million. Under the con-
sensus budget submitted to the Con-
gress by the council, the financial au-
thority and the Mayor, the deficit was 
projected to be some $99 million out of 
total spending of $5.108 billion in fiscal 
year 1997. 

The House bill permitted a deficit of 
only $40 million, leaving it to the city 
to determine where the additional sav-
ings would be found. The conference re-
port adopts a modification of the House 
proposal with a deficit cap of $74 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1997. This figure is 
roughly halfway between the House 
and Senate versions and represents the 
substantial progress toward a balanced 
budget that was called for in last 
year’s legislation, establishing both 
the financial authority and the Dis-
trict’s current budget process. 

While not explicitly addressed in this 
legislation, let me state my own view 
that the budget which will be devel-
oped for fiscal year 1998 should also 
show substantial progress towards fis-
cal balance. While I can only speak for 
myself, I believe the budget deficit for 
fiscal year 1998 should be in the $30 mil-
lion to $40 million range, not the over 
$90 million deficit projected in the cur-
rent financial plan. 

Let me briefly touch on two other 
issues. First, the conference report 
largely adopts the city’s consensus 
budget, and the architects of that 
budget—the council, the financial au-
thority and the mayor—must be com-
mended for working together to draft 
it. That budget process was sometimes 
bumpy, but no more so than our own. 

Second, while we need to achieve a 
balance of this budget by fiscal year 
1999, that fiscal balance will be very 
tenuous until we provide the District 
with help on issues outside the juris-
diction of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. My colleagues know that we 
cannot balance the Federal budget in 
the Appropriations Committee. That 
committee cannot balance the Dis-
trict’s budget for very long either. 

Once we have worked with the city’s 
elected officials and the financial au-
thority to squeeze every last penny out 
of the budget, I believe we will be faced 
with problems in entitlements pro-
grams, such as Medicaid and pensions, 
that will require Federal assistance to 
solve. 

I thank my colleagues on the com-
mittee for their cooperation. Senator 
KOHL, my ranking member, has been of 
great assistance, a great cooperator, as 
has Senator CAMPBELL. I deeply appre-
ciate the guidance and support from 
Senator BYRD and Chairman HATFIELD. 
I am deeply sorry that this marks the 
last appropriations bill I will manage 
during Chairman HATFIELD’s tenure. I 
will miss his leadership. It has been ex-
traordinary working with him, and he 
has been a comfort to me when I have 
faced difficult issues. 

Finally, I wish to recognize the excel-
lent work of the staff of the sub-
committee: Terry Sauvain of the mi-
nority and Tim Leeth of the majority. 
Had Tim delayed his departure to the 
control board a few weeks, he would 
have sat here and had all kinds of 
praise heaped upon him for his almost 
two decades of service to Members of 
both sides of the aisle. Instead, he will 
have to accept our thanks from afar. 

Mr. President, before I conclude, let 
me move on to the District of Colum-
bia and its problems. The headlines 
have been speaking to us daily about 
the difficulties. Before we recessed for 
August, we already recognized that the 
city had water problems, and we appro-
priated in this bill a million dollars to 
try to help solve that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I yield an-
other 2 minutes to Senator JEFFORDS. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank my friend. 
Also, I would like to mention the prob-
lems of the schools. We are well aware 
of them. The Senate tried to accommo-
date the problems with respect to the 
opening of schools, but we were unable 
to do so by the close of this last ses-
sion. We are working very hard now, 
working with Senator KOHL and the 
House, to provide ways to fund the re-
pairs to the schools without using Fed-
eral funds. 

But I will also say, it is obvious we 
need to have the management of the 
school system looked at and dealt 
with, as we have with the city itself. 
Second, we have to keep them separate 
from school reform, which is also es-
sential and necessary. We have set up a 
process for doing that. So I am hopeful 
by next year we will not have to stand 
here and defend the serious problems 
that we have in the D.C. school system 
today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I request 5 

minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KOHL. I thank you. 
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Mr. President, I rise today in support 

of the conference report for the fiscal 
year 1997 District of Columbia appro-
priations bill. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
for the fiscal year 1997 District of Co-
lumbia appropriations bill includes $718 
million in Federal funds and $5.02 bil-
lion in District of Columbia funds. This 
figure is $1 million more in Federal 
funds and $29 million less in District of 
Columbia funds than in the original 
Senate version of this bill. 

This conference report has my signa-
ture and my vote for final passage. The 
District’s financial situation demands 
as much. But I do have reservations: in 
particular, the inclusion of the Hose of 
Representatives’ position on abortions 
and domestic partners. As you may 
know the Senate version of the District 
of Columbia Appropriations bill, which 
passed unanimously, contained lan-
guage allowing the city to use non-Fed-
eral dollars to fund certain abortion 
services and domestic partner benefits. 
Use of Federal moneys to provide these 
services was prohibited, but the Dis-
trict could use its own money. For its 
part, the House of Representatives; 
version of the bill prohibited the use of 
all funds, including District Funds, in 
support of these services. 

We have been here before. This is not 
a new debate. In fact, the House posi-
tion represents current law. But as a 
proponent of a woman’s right to 
choose, I oppose that position both on 
substantive grounds and because it is 
too broad an incursion into home rule. 
On the issue of domestic partners, 
again we should show some measure of 
restraint when it comes to an issue on 
which the local electorate—through its 
duly elected officials—has spoken. 

Mr. President, I compliment the 
chairman of the subcommittee, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, and thank him for his 
hard work in representing the views of 
the Senate in conference. The House 
conferees were tough, but fair, nego-
tiators. They, too, deserve thanks for 
their cooperation. 

I urge my Senate colleagues to adopt 
the conference report on behalf of all 
those who visit, live, and work in the 
Nation’s Capital. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the conference report. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the first vote will 
be on the conference report accom-
panying H.R. 3517. The question is on 
agreeing to the conference report. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 269 Leg.] 

YEAS—92 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—6 

Bradley 
Brown 

Glenn 
Harkin 

Kerrey 
McCain 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Murkowski 

The conference report was agreed to. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 3845, the ap-
propriations for the District of Colum-
bia. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 83, 
nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 270 Leg.] 

YEAS—83 

Abraham 
Akaka 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 

Biden 
Bingaman 

Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 

Glenn 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—15 

Baucus 
Brown 
Burns 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Helms 
Lautenberg 

Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Thomas 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Murkowski 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the conference report was agreed to, 
and I move to lay that motion on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we are not 

in a quorum call, are we? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, we 

are not in a quorum call. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am glad 

that we have adopted those two impor-
tant appropriations conference reports. 

I would like for us to continue to 
move forward and try to make progress 
now on a series of amendments with re-
gard to the VA–HUD appropriations 
bill. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—CONFERENCE REPORT ON 
H.R. 3230 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, with re-
gard to the conference report to accom-
pany the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 10:30 on Monday, Sep-
tember 9, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report 
to accompany the Defense authoriza-
tion bill, that the conference report be 
considered as having been read; fur-
ther, that there be 4 hours for debate to 
be equally divided between the chair-
man and the ranking minority member 
on the Armed Services Committee with 
an additional 1 hour under the control 
of Senator JOHNSTON, with the vote to 
occur on the conference report at 2:15 
p.m. on Tuesday, September 10. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 
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Mr. FORD. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. Start at 10:30 for 4 hours 

on Monday? 
Mr. LOTT. Yes. Actually, it is 4 

hours to be equally divided with 1 hour 
under the control of Senator JOHNSTON, 
so there is a total of 5 hours. I really 
wonder about the need for that length 
of time, and I had hoped to start ear-
lier—9 o’clock or 9:30 or 10. But at the 
request of the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia, we are going to begin at 
10:30. So, first of all, we are agreeing to 
more time, and I wonder about that 
need. 

Mr. FORD. I am not worried about 
how the watch is made here. I am just 
worried about the time. So we start at 
10:30. There will be 4 hours equally di-
vided, and then an additional hour. 
That will be all done on Monday? 

Mr. LOTT. That would all be done on 
Monday. That is correct. 

Mr. FORD. Then we vote on Tuesday. 
Mr. LOTT. That is correct. 
Mr. FORD. I thank the majority 

leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 

like to say that we expect to get other 
work done on Monday. Hopefully, we 
will be able to spend some time on the 
Interior appropriations bill, and there 
is still a strong likelihood or even a 
probability that we will have a re-
corded vote or votes on Monday night 
after 5 o’clock. I advised our con-
ference at our policy luncheon on 
Wednesday that that would be my in-
tent. 

I just do not see how we can get our 
work done in the next 30 days if we do 
not have any votes late on Wednesday 
night, if we do not have any votes all 
day on Monday, if we do not have any 
votes on Tuesday morning. I am per-
fectly willing to do most of this with-
out votes, but I have to do what is nec-
essary to try to keep our attention and 
get focused on the work and try to 
produce results. But this is a fair 
agreement, and I appreciate that. That 
is the way we need to continue to try 
to work. As the Democratic leader and 
I have talked, we will just take it one 
step at a time. This is one more posi-
tive step. As to what we have to do on 
Monday night, that will be determined 
by what happens today, tonight, and in 
the morning. If we make progress, we 
have good cooperation, it may be that 
we will not need recorded votes on 
Monday night. But we will continue to 
work, and as soon as we make a final 
determination with regard to Monday 
night, we will notify all Senators so 
they can plan what time to come back 
in here. I have urged our colleagues to 
be back in here by sundown on Monday 
so that we can get work done. I hope 
that we will do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the majority leader? Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR—S. 2053 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is a bill due for its second 
reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is correct. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2053) to strengthen narcotics con-

trol reporting requirements and to require 
the imposition of certain sanctions on coun-
tries that fail to take effective action 
against the production of and trafficking in 
illicit narcotics and psychotropic drugs and 
other controlled substances. 

Mr. LOTT. I object to further pro-
ceedings on this matter at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. The bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is being placed on the calendar under 
rule XIV. Objection is heard. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report H.R. 3666. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3666) making appropriations 

for the Department of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, one final 
question in that I see the leader is still 
here. He has an amendment at the 
desk, and it is obviously one that there 
is a great deal of interest in on all 
sides. I wonder if he is ready to lay 
down his amendment. If we could do 
that here in the next few minutes and 
get a time agreement, that would help 
us get moving on what obviously is an 
amendment with a lot of interest. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would not be able to lay it down until 
11 o’clock, but I think I could lay it 
down within the next 15 minutes. I 
have a couple of conflicts that I need to 
address, but I will be ready to do that 
in the not too distant future. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe that will be fine. 
I appreciate it. 

Mr. President, I believe we have 
amendments the managers can act on 
in the meantime, and we will be ready 
to go around 11 o’clock. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we have 
made good progress on the bill so far. 
As the majority and minority leader 
discussed, we do have one major 
amendment, the veterans health care 
amendment, the veterans entitlement 
amendment, to be proposed by the mi-
nority leader. We were hoping to get a 
time agreement on that. 

As I look down the list, there are a 
number of amendments relevant to the 

VA–HUD bill, and I ask Senators to 
come to the floor. Some of these I still 
hope can be worked out by agreement 
and taken without a vote. A couple 
people on our side of the aisle have sug-
gested that they want votes but would 
be willing to take very short time 
agreements on them. For the most 
part, we hope to be able to finish those. 

There are quite a few amendments 
that are not relevant to the VA–HUD 
bill. I hope they can be held for bills 
which are related to the subject mat-
ter. There are some on both sides. No-
body has a monopoly on those. But if 
we are to continue the very important 
work of the many agencies that are in-
cluded in this bill, we really do need to 
get this measure passed, sent to con-
ference, worked out, and sent to the 
President. As I have stated on previous 
occasions, lifting the ceiling on the 
Ginny Mae loans will permit the sale of 
mortgages from the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration and FHA which otherwise 
would come to a halt. 

There is a matter, a very important 
matter, with continuing the avail-
ability of flood insurance that is dealt 
with in this measure. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides not to put in 
amendments which more appropriately 
belong on other measures or which are 
likely to lead to extensive discussions. 
We are open, ready for business, and we 
would like to get this resolved in the 
daylight. It would be a real pleasure to 
pass one in the light of day, and if we 
work cooperatively, we have a chance 
of doing that today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I share the goal of 
the Senator from Missouri to move in a 
well-paced way on this bill. I wonder, 
while we are waiting for the Demo-
cratic leader to come to offer his vet-
erans medical care amendment, if we 
could have a quorum call and let us 
look at some of the amendments that 
maybe we could zip trip through once 
there is concurrence. Maybe while we 
are waiting for the Democratic leader 
to come we could actually dispose of 
some of those amendments. 

Mr. President, I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we have 
three amendments, I think, that have 
been cleared on both sides. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5187 
(Purpose: To amend the Housing and Com-

munity Development Act of 1974 and for 
other purposes) 
Mr. BOND. First, I send an amend-

ment on behalf of Senator HOLLINGS to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5187. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title II of the 

bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. . COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANTS. 

Section 102(a)(6)(D) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5302(a)(6)(D)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (v), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(vi) has entered into a local cooperation 
agreement with a metropolitan city that re-
ceived assistance under section 106 because 
of such classification, and has elected under 
paragraph (4) to have its population included 
with the population of the county for the 
purposes of qualifying as an urban county, 
except that to qualify as an urban county 
under this clause, the county must— 

‘‘(I) have a combined population of not less 
than 210,000, excluding any metropolitan city 
located in the county that is not relin-
quishing its metropolitan city classification, 
according to the 1990 decennial census of the 
Bureau of the Census of the Department of 
Commerce; 

‘‘(II) including any metropolitan cities lo-
cated in the county, have had a decrease in 
population of 10,061 from 1992 to 1994, accord-
ing to the estimates of the Bureau of the 
Census of the Department of Commerce; and 

‘‘(III) have had a Federal naval installation 
that was more than 100 years old closed by 
action of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission appointed for 1993 under the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 
directly resulting in a loss of employment by 
more than 7,000 Federal Government civilian 
employees and more than 15,000 active duty 
military personnel, which naval installation 
was located within 1 mile of an enterprise 
community designated by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 1391 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, which enterprise community 
has a population of not less than 20,000, ac-
cording to the 1990 decennial census of the 
Bureau of the Census of the Department of 
Commerce.’’. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer an amendment which will per-
mit Charleston County and the city of 
North Charleston, SC, to improve co-
ordination and to increase their capac-
ity in building a more viable urban 
community. This legislation will assist 
both the city and county in providing 
affordable housing and suitable living 
environments and by expanding eco-
nomic opportunities for a number of 
the county’s low- to moderate-income 
citizens. Charleston County contains 
two entitled cities: the city of Charles-
ton and the city of North Charleston. 
With the population of these two cities 
excluded, the county has too small a 
population to qualify for a CDBG enti-
tlement. Two recent developments, the 
BRAC decision to close the Charleston 
Naval Base and Shipyard and the des-
ignation of an area adjacent to the city 

of North Charleston as an enterprise 
community, have increased the need 
for coordinated planning and develop-
ment by the county and the city of 
North Charleston. That Charleston 
County is not entitled and has to com-
pete with other communities in the 
State for CDBG funds has hindered the 
area’s ability to do the meaningful 
long-range planning required to re-
cover from base closure and to respond 
to the opportunity provided by the en-
terprise community designation. 

The city of North Charleston has en-
tered into a cooperative agreement 
with Charleston County to relinquish 
its entitlement to allow the county to 
qualify. This will not only enable the 
county to expand capacity building in 
the two neighborhoods that were des-
ignated as enterprise communities, but 
will enhance the capacity of the entire 
region to respond to the myriad prob-
lems and opportunities created by clo-
sure of the Charleston Naval Base and 
Shipyard. This amendment is budget 
neutral and breaks no new ground; it 
merely follows precedent set by numer-
ous other communities across the na-
tion that have found a cooperative, co-
ordinated approach to community de-
velopment eliminates duplication and 
directs more of their dollars to the in-
tended beneficiaries. I urge its accept-
ance. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this is a 
measure dealing with the availability 
of CDBG funding in the city of Charles-
ton. It makes changes in the bound-
aries of the city. 

This has been cleared on both sides 
by the authorizing committee, and at a 
time when the city of Charleston once 
again is facing the potential disastrous 
impact of hurricanes, we think this is a 
very worthwhile change, and urge its 
adoption. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this 
side not only has no objection to the 
amendment, we concur with it. It al-
lows Charleston County and the city of 
North Charleston, SC, to merge for 
purposes of CDBG consideration. We 
think it will make the agency more ef-
fective and efficient. We support the 
Hollings amendment and really wish 
the people of Charleston Godspeed as 
they face Hurricane Fran. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 5187) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5188 
Mr. BOND. Next, on behalf of Senator 

BENNETT, I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 
Mr. BENNETT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5188. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 27, line 19, strike ‘‘$969,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$969,464,442. 
On page 29, line 5, strike the period, and in-

sert a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, the Secretary shall provide 
$755,573 to the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy, in lieu of amounts lost to such agency in 
bond refinancings during 1994, for its use in 
accordance with the immediately preceding 
proviso.’’ 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in the 
early 1980’s, a period of extraordinarily 
high interest rates, it was necessary 
for Congress to appropriate additional 
money to HUD for its section 8 pro-
gram for new projects just then coming 
on line, to cover the high cost of fi-
nancing. The ‘‘financing adjustment 
factor’’ or its acronym ‘‘FAF’’ was an 
additional amount of rent subsidy 
under the section 8 program that en-
abled thousands of privately owned 
apartments to be built and occupied by 
very low income families, elderly, and 
disabled persons. 

Even with tax exempt bonds issued 
by State and local housing finance 
agencies [HFA’s], interest rates were so 
high as to require the additional FAF 
subsidy. In my State of Utah, the HFA 
issued bonds in 1982 and 1983 to finance 
the FHA insured mortgage loans for 16 
multifamily projects assisted with 
project-based section 8 rent subsidies 
and the extra FAF subsidy. It is clear 
that without FAF, the projects would 
not have been built and some 600 units 
of housing for very-low-income people 
would not have been available. 

One of the conditions of FAF was 
that the HFA’s had to agree to refund 
their bonds when interest rates fell. 
The purpose of the refunding was to re-
duce mortgage debt service paid by 
HUD through the extra-high rent sub-
sidies. Here was a program designed to 
provide assistance while it was needed 
and then to end the subsidy when it 
was no longer needed. 

The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1988 provided that 
State HFA’s were entitled to receive 50 
percent of the savings generated by the 
refunding of the bonds, but the HFA’s 
were required to use their share of the 
savings to provide housing assistance 
to persons below 50 percent of the area 
median income. 

In 1991, HUD and the Utah HFA en-
tered into an agreement that provided 
for a mechanism where HUD would 
continue paying the high rent subsidies 
to the project owner, and for a trustee 
to collect the savings not needed to 
pay the new lower bond debt and to 
split it between HUD and the Utah 
HFA. The format of the agreement be-
tween HUD and the Utah HFA was 
commonly called a trustee sweep and, 
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although it is the only agreement of its 
kind the Utah HFA has entered into, it 
was commonly used by HUD and other 
HFA’s. The agreement between HUD 
and the Utah HFA provided that the 
HFA could be reimbursed for money it 
spent to assist very low income fami-
lies. 

The agreement between HUD and the 
Utah HFA also contained a clause in 
which both HUD and the HFA agreed to 
not consent to or encourage any of the 
project owners to refinance their mort-
gage held by the Utah HFA. 

In 1992 and 1993, at the first date it 
could contractually do so, at HUD’s re-
quest, the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy refunded its bonds and fulfilled its 
obligation that had been set out 10 
years earlier. The stage was set for the 
Utah HFA to spend its own funds to 
help very low-income families with 
their housing needs, relying on the 
agreement with HUD that the HFA 
would be reimbursed for its outlay of 
money. 

The Utah HFA, relying on its agree-
ment with HUD, spent its own funds on 
CHAMP, a nationally recognized home-
ownership program that has enabled 
hundreds of very low-income families, 
many of them single parents, to pur-
chase inexpensive homes with 
CHAMP’s downpayment and closing 
cost assistance. These hard working, 
but low-paid families now have what 
for many is their only chance of raising 
their children in the stable environ-
ment of the American Dream, a single- 
family home. Utah HFA spent its funds 
with the certainty that it would be re-
imbursed by the FAF savings from its 
agreement with HUD. 

In October 1994, HUD, in breach of 
the agreement with the Utah HFA, 
consented to the request of six project 
owners enabling them to refinance 
their projects. The owners obtained 
new mortgage loans and prepaid the 
Utah HFA loans in full. Five of the six 
developments are continuing to receive 
the additional FAF rent subsidy. 

The owners’ refinancing was only 
possible by maintaining the section 8 
contract rents at the very high subsidy 
levels, including that portion which 
was from the FAF. The owners will 
maintain the same or higher monthly 
debt service payments, because their 
new loans have a lower rate than the 
original loans, but with a much shorter 
term. HUD chose not to reduce the con-
tract rents, but instead chose to con-
sent to the refinancing, and appears to 
have breached its agreements with the 
Utah HFA. The result of this tragedy is 
that the project owners will benefit 
from taxpayer money originally in-
tended to finance high-interest debt, 
and more recently, very low-income 
people under the McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act. The owners will enjoy 
the developments free from debt at 
about the same time the section 8 HAP 
contracts expire. It is possible the own-
ers will convert the developments to 
market rentals at that time, and reap 
an extraordinary windfall at the ex-

pense of the public, as a result of 
HUD’s decision to maintain the high 
contract rents allocations to the devel-
opment. 

Sadly, HUD could have prevented 
this from happening but it did not. 
HUD is the section 8 HAP contract ad-
ministrator for the Utah projects. The 
Utah HFA plays no role in the HAP 
contracts. 

The HAP contacts require HUD’s 
prior written consent to a refinancing, 
and HUD, through the Denver regional 
office, gave that consent, and perhaps 
even encouraged the refinancing by en-
tering into an amendment of the HAP 
contract which provides for the sharing 
of the contract rent savings with the 
owner, even though HUD agreed not to 
encourage or consent to a voluntary re-
payment. 

Numerous documents, statutes, 
agreements, and good sense show that 
the owners were not entitled to these 
moneys. The HUD decisionmakers 
stood behind one phrase in the HUD 
1987 statute, in the face of over-
whelming conflicts with other defen-
sible documentation. The HUD deci-
sionmakers allowed form over sub-
stance to rule their decision. 

The HAP contracts, the Utah HFA 
bond indentures and official state-
ments, the agreements between the 
owners and the agency, the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, FAF appropriations, 
and the agreement between HUD and 
the Utah HFA all point to the simple 
fact that HUD was obligated to pay 
contract rents only to the extent nec-
essary to maintain the financial viabil-
ity of the developments. Nothing 
should have convinced HUD to donate 
these moneys to the owners of the de-
velopments. 

HUD’s action in this matter frus-
trates the public purpose of the McKin-
ney Act, and the original FAF appro-
priations. 

Accordingly, I have been working 
with HUD to see if a solution could be 
arranged which satisfies all parties. 
Back when Secretary Cisneros came 
before the committee I submitted ques-
tions regarding this matter. I contin-
ued to work with HUD and the result is 
the amendment I am proposing today. 
In fact, this amendment was drafted by 
HUD. I have gone about resolving this 
matter with the utmost care, involving 
the all parties in what, I believe, is an 
equitable solution. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this deals 
with a problem the State of Utah has 
had, its Housing Finance Agency, with 
HUD. It is $755,000 that is in dispute. 
We believe this amendment is nec-
essary to resolve the matter. As I un-
derstand it, HUD has no objection to 
this. I ask for the immediate adoption 
of the amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this 
side has no objection to the amend-
ment. It does correct a problem created 
by HUD for the State, for the Utah 
Housing Finance Agency. It goes back 
to Senator BENNETT’s predecessor, Sen-
ator Garn, who was ranking on the 

committee. We are happy it is finally 
resolved, and urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 5188) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5189 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of amounts 

made available under the Act to inves-
tigate or prosecute under the Fair Housing 
Act any otherwise lawful activity engaged 
in by one or more persons solely for the 
purpose of achieving or preventing action 
by a government official or entity, or a 
court of competent jurisdiction) 
Mr. BOND. On behalf of Senator 

FAIRCLOTH, I send to the desk an 
amendment which repeats the provi-
sions carried in last year’s appropria-
tions measures regarding free speech 
and the Fair Housing Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH, proposes an amendment 
numbered 5189. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title II of the 

bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 2 . FAIR HOUSING AND FREE SPEECH. 

None of the amounts made available under 
this Act may be used during fiscal year 1997 
to investigate or prosecute under the Fair 
Housing Act any otherwise lawful activity 
engaged in by one or more persons, including 
the filing or maintaining of a nonfrivolous 
legal action, that is engaged in solely for the 
purpose of achieving or preventing action by 
a government official or entity, or a court of 
competent jurisdiction. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer an amendment to 
H.R. 3666 that will bring fairness and 
common sense to the way in which our 
Nation’s housing policies are carried 
out. As you know Mr. President, I in-
troduced a bill last August, the Fair 
Housing Reform and Freedom of 
Speech Act of 1995 that would overturn 
the Supreme Court ruling in City of 
Edmonds versus Oxford House. 

In that case, a home for 10 to 12 re-
covering addicts and alcoholics was lo-
cated in a single family neighborhood. 
The city told Oxford House that they 
would have to apply for and receive 
zoning approval since the home would 
have violated the city’s local zoning 
code that placed limits on the number 
of unrelated persons living together. 

Rather than going through the gov-
ernmental process, Oxford House filed a 
claim with the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development saying that 
they were above the zoning process. 
HUD investigated the individuals and 
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city officials who had objected to the 
placement of this home. Regrettably, 
the Supreme Court ruled that these in-
dividuals had violated the Fair Housing 
Act. 

In the past, HUD has prosecuted peo-
ple under the Fair Housing Act who 
have protested group homes coming 
into their neighborhoods. One of the 
most notable of these cases was the in-
cident involving three residents in 
Berkeley, CA. HUD eventually dropped 
their suit because of the public’s out-
rage. HUD has told us that they have 
discontinued this practice. I hope they 
have—but this amendment makes sure 
that they do. 

The Congress clearly intended an ex-
emption from the Fair Housing Act re-
garding the number of unrelated occu-
pants living together. In fact, the Fair 
Housing Act expressly authorizes ‘‘any 
reasonable local, State or Federal re-
strictions regarding the maximum 
number of occupants permitted to oc-
cupy a dwelling.’’ (Title 42, U.S. Code, 
Section 3607(b)(1)). 

However, HUD, saying that it has au-
thority from the Fair Housing Act, has 
repeatedly intimidated people in the 
past who spoke out with possible pros-
ecution. HUD’s actions have been bla-
tant violations of these individuals’ 
rights to freedom of speech. Anybody 
has the right to speak their mind in op-
position to something and seek legal 
action against what they believe is an 
injustice. HUD is trying to use its au-
thority as a weapon to silence legiti-
mate free speech. 

My amendment will make some de-
lineation of the parameters of the Fair 
Housing Act. We need to preserve this 
act to prevent real discrimination in 
housing, but we should not be using 
this act to pursue agendas that silence 
individuals rights to free speech. 

Thank you Mr. President. I urge my 
colleagues’ support of this amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we 
also concur with the amendment. I 
have been informed Secretary Cisneros 
has agreed to the amendment. Senator 
SARBANES, the ranking member of the 
Banking Committee does, and so do I, 
because what this does is prohibit HUD 
from suing people or groups protesting 
HUD activities. It was based on suits 
HUD brought against groups protesting 
group homes. HUD accused them of 
Fair Housing Act violations. It was a 
really needless and heavyhanded intru-
sion on citizens’ rights to organize 
about their own neighborhoods, some-
thing I most enthusiastically support. 

I support the Faircloth amendment 
and so do the appropriate people on my 
side of the aisle. Therefore, we urge the 
adoption of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 5189) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we have 
several more amendments that have 
come to us. We will take a few mo-
ments to discuss those. If my colleague 
has no further comments, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we 
have the basic agreement for a time on 
the Daschle amendment on the VA 
amendment. I propose that there be 4 
hours equally divided on this amend-
ment with one-half hour on the minor-
ity side allocated to Senator BYRD, 
that there be no second degrees, and at 
the end of that time a vote occur on or 
in relation to the amendment. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, that 

agreement is acceptable on this side. I 
think we can accommodate that sched-
ule. I know Senator BYRD wanted to 
have some time, and this will accom-
modate his interests. So I hope that we 
can agree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? 

Mr. NICKLES. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I just 
ask the managers of the bill, if we 
spend 4 hours on this amendment—and 
there are a dozen amendments pending, 
or something like that—it certainly is 
our hope we could finish the bill today. 
If we are going to spend 4 hours on one 
amendment, that does not make that 
look very likely. I do not understand 
why it would take 4 hours. I do not un-
derstand why it would take more than 
an hour. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we 
could take 10 or 20 hours, too. We are 
trying to accommodate the majority. 
The amendment has 25 cosponsors. I 
cannot recall exactly how many of our 
cosponsors have indicated an interest 
in talking, but I have assurances that 
the Senator from West Virginia would 
like 30 minutes alone. We will continue 
to work as we did last night to come up 
with a finite list, but I thought it was 
a concession to the majority to limit 
this to 4 hours, 2 hours on a side. 

So if that is not acceptable, we can 
just begin without a time agreement 
and maybe we can do it in less time. 
Maybe it will take twice as long, but 
that is up to the majority. 

Mr. NICKLES. Also, does the request 
say ‘‘up to 4 hours’’? 

Mr. DASCHLE. We will always be 
able to yield back time. So that impli-
cation is always part of the agreement. 
But if 4 hours is unacceptable, perhaps 

we ought to begin the debate and see 
how long it takes. 

Mr. President, I object to the agree-
ment. I object to the agreement, and 
we will just begin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I was 

not going to object. The Senator from 
South Dakota can object if he wants 
to. I think 4 hours is too long. I think 
if we have an interest in passing this 
bill, we need to move forward on sev-
eral amendments and we need to move 
forward expeditiously. Four hours on 
one amendment does not seem appro-
priate if that is our goal and objective 
to finish. 

If people want to string it out, I do 
not doubt we could spend all day on an 
amendment and probably spend all day 
on several amendments, but that does 
not finish the bill and does not get the 
work done. 

We happen to have five appropria-
tions bills that we need to finish just 
through the Senate. Again, this Sen-
ator is not going to object to the re-
quest. But I think all Senators are 
going to have to realize, if they have 
an amendment on the list and they 
really desire to bring it up—and I know 
there are some amendments on there 
that people do not intend to offer, and 
I hope that is the case—we need to 
shorten our sights, make speeches 
maybe later in the evening or some-
thing, but move forward expeditiously 
on these amendments, vote on the 
amendments and dispose of them. 

I shall not object to the unaminous- 
consent. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, but I will 
not ask that it be read at this time. I 
will simply begin the debate and we 
will offer the amendment at a later 
time, several hours from now probably. 

Mr. President, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, approxi-
mately 2,785 children of Vietnam vet-
erans suffer from spina bifida, a serious 
birth defect that requires lifelong care. 
That has already been established. A 
March report from the National Acad-
emy of Sciences suggests that a con-
nection between these children’s dis-
abilities and their parents’ exposure to 
agent orange in Vietnam is a very real 
and growing problem. 

Today, along with 25 of my col-
leagues, I am offering an amendment 
to acknowledge the Federal Govern-
ment’s share of responsibility for these 
children’s care. Spina bifida occurs 
when the spinal cord does not close 
fully early in pregnancy. It is a com-
plex disability. It requires coordinated 
care for many medical specialists, in-
cluding neurosurgeons, neurologists, 
orthopedists, pediatricians, internists 
in adult years, psychologists, physical 
therapists, dietitians, and social work-
ers. 

Children with spina bifida often go 
through a series of operations in early 
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childhood followed by special care, 
therapy and treatment throughout 
their lives. Many are wheelchair bound. 
Others can walk with assistance. There 
is a high survival rate. But these vic-
tims of this horrendous disease face 
daily challenges few of us will ever 
fully comprehend. 

Picture a 10-year-old child leaving 
for school in a specially equipped 
schoolbus, but only after first running 
through an obstacle course known to 
most of us as a house, to get from her 
bed to the electric wheelchair that 
takes her to a bathroom where she is 
learning to control continence through 
a catheter, and on through a house de-
signed to accommodate the special 
needs of someone living with a dis-
ability. 

During the day, this fifth grader 
must attend many classes with her 
peers but also must spend part of the 
day in special education classes to 
overcome learning disabilities that are 
often associated with spina bifida and 
to go to physical therapy to ensure 
continued mobility and development. 

After school, the child is picked up 
by her mother, who had to take the 
afternoon off, in a special transport 
van to go to a hospital for her biannual 
checkup with a multidisciplinary 
team. She may have bladder therapies, 
a renal ultrasound or urologic tests. 
She may be checked for seizures or sco-
liosis. She and her parents will be 
taught self-care skills for bowel man-
agement, intermittent catheterization 
and intervention for urinary tract in-
fections, all this in addition to regular 
pediatric checkups. 

Before leaving, she is referred to her 
psychiatrist the following week to dis-
cuss depression and socialization 
issues. Her nurse asks her about her 
latex allergy, which is a common sec-
ondary condition, and reminds her to 
avoid bandages, balloons and other 
products containing latex. 

Later, at home, the family sits down 
to a low-fat meal to keep weight prob-
lems at bay as she does her homework, 
practices transfer techniques to move 
her between wheelchair and bed, and fi-
nally goes to sleep. 

Fortunately, these kids are tough. 
Depending on severity, many are able 
to live very full and productive lives, 
though not a day goes by that they are 
not reminded of their disability. 

Mr. President, the National Academy 
of Sciences announced in March new 
findings that suggest evidence of a link 
between exposure to agent orange and 
the presence of spina bifida in Vietnam 
veterans’ children. The report was re-
quired by the Agent Orange Act of 1991 
that was Public Law 102–4. 

The first National Academy of 
Sciences report published in 1993, as 
many of our colleagues recall, created 
a four-tiered classification system for 
health problems associated with agent 
orange exposure. 

Category 1 was sufficient evidence of 
an association. Evidence in this cat-
egory is sufficient to conclude without 

any question that there is a positive 
association. 

Category 2 is the limited/suggestive 
evidence of association. In this cat-
egory evidence suggests the associa-
tion, but there is an inability to rule 
out, with confidence, confounding, 
chance or bias, so there is not un-
equivocal, absolute, conclusive proof 
that the connection exists. 

Category 3 is inadequate or insuffi-
cient evidence to determine whether an 
association exists. That is a category 
where available studies are insufficient 
to permit a conclusion about the pres-
ence or absence of an association. 

And category 4, the limited/sugges-
tive evidence of no association whatso-
ever, where studies are mutually con-
sistent in not showing a positive asso-
ciation between any level of exposure 
and the presence of a condition. 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
provides disability compensation to 
Vietnam veterans suffering from condi-
tions in the first and second categories. 
The National Academy of Sciences has 
now placed for the first time spina 
bifida in the second category of dis-
eases for which there is the limited/ 
suggestive evidence of the association. 

Mr. President, the law requires that 
in cases where the evidence for an asso-
ciation is equal to or outweighs the 
evidence against the association, the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs resolve 
the benefit of the doubt in favor of the 
veteran and provide the disability com-
pensation. That is consistent with the 
law providing presumptive disability 
compensation to veterans of all pre-
vious wars. The Agent Orange Act of 
1991 gave the authority to the Sec-
retary to make these decisions based 
upon the neutral, scientific and very 
respected National Academy of Science 
reports which are required in the law 
that I mentioned earlier. 

This amendment is required because 
the Secretary does not have the au-
thority to provide for compensation to 
veterans’ children. While birth defects 
in their children has been many vet-
erans’ biggest concern, we have never 
before faced a situation where we now 
have very real, tangible evidence, 
based upon National Academy of 
Sciences’ information, and the tremen-
dous work and effort done by many 
others who contributed to this report. 
The Agent Orange Act did anticipate 
this situation and specifically asked 
the National Academy of Sciences to 
investigate the connection between ex-
posure and reproductive effects and 
birth defects in veterans’ children. 

In March, I submitted for the RECORD 
a statement supporting these findings 
and raising the issues that needed to be 
addressed. So, as required by the 1991 
law, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs reviewed the National Academy of 
Sciences report. In May, the President 
announced, among other things, his in-
tention to pursue legislation that 
would provide an appropriate remedy 
for these veterans and their children. 

Again, let me emphasize, in this cat-
egory 2, the National Academy of 

Sciences has concluded that there is 
more evidence to suggest the connec-
tion than there is lack of evidence to 
suggest that there is no connection. So 
there is a strong degree of evidence, 
statistically significant scientific evi-
dence, that has brought the National 
Academy of Sciences, for the first 
time, to the conclusion that they 
reached earlier this year and has 
brought the Secretary and the Presi-
dent to the conclusion they have 
reached. 

So the time now has come, Mr. Presi-
dent, for us to respond, as we have re-
sponded at each and every one of the 
junctures that we have faced during 
this very difficult period for many vic-
tims of Agent Orange. This amendment 
addresses this situation in what I view 
to be a very reasonable way. It is sen-
sitive to the needs of the children and 
our responsibility to them, but at the 
same time it is cognizant of the fact 
that these children are not veterans. 
That must be taken into account, as 
well. 

This amendment would provide com-
prehensive health care, vocational re-
habilitation, and a monthly stipend to 
eligible children. Eligibility, of course, 
is a very important factor to be consid-
ered here. The veteran must have 
served in Vietnam and must now be in 
a situation where they are experi-
encing or have clearly become victims 
of the spina bifida disease. 

Health care would be provided by or 
through the Veterans’ Administration. 
We anticipate that most of the care 
would be provided via contract by expe-
rienced spina bifida care providers. It 
would provide for up to 4 years of voca-
tional training, and monthly payments 
of $200, $700, or $1,200 would be pro-
vided, depending on the level of dis-
ability. The proposal reflects months of 
efforts by the administration, by oth-
ers, including Senators KERREY and 
ROCKEFELLER, Congressman LANE 
EVANS, veterans service organizations, 
and groups representing persons with 
spina bifida. 

It is fully offset with a noncontrover-
sial provision included in both the 
Democratic and Republican reconcili-
ation bills last year. It requires that 
veterans wishing to file liability claims 
against the VA show negligence, as is 
done in the private sector, to be enti-
tled to benefits for whatever claims 
may be derived as a result of the filing 
by the veteran. Currently, a veteran 
may file for service connection for any 
injury occurring in a VA facility with-
out showing whether it resulted from 
negligence or an accident. So, both the 
budgets of the Republicans and the 
Democrats included a provision to clar-
ify the responsibility of the VA in 
cases of claims involving veterans who 
file that may not at all be related to 
negligence on the part of the VA. That 
clarification creates a surplus from 
which part of the funds to be paid out 
in this amendment will be derived. 

Savings from the provision come 
from averting future cases—no benefits 
are cut. Excess savings are directed to 
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deficit reduction, allowing the VA and 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee to 
count these savings toward future re-
sponsibilities in the next reconciliation 
bill. 

Mr. President, the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill is certainly the most ap-
propriate vehicle for this, 20 years 
later. It seems to me that after every 
one of the debates and all of the cases 
that we have had to make on this floor 
and in the House of Representatives on 
behalf of veterans who have been ex-
posed to an unusual set of cir-
cumstances that go all the way back to 
the early 1970’s, where mysterious dis-
eases have occurred and ultimately 
have been found to be related to their 
exposure in Vietnam—obviously, each 
and every one of those cases involving 
yet additional evidence has led to a de-
bate that dealt with the appropriate 
way with which to respond to this addi-
tional evidence. We now have the evi-
dence of yet another unfortunate effect 
of that military service. We have the 
evidence. We have the law on our side. 
And now we have the appropriate solu-
tion. 

Given the limited amount of time 
left this year and the proposal by the 
majority leader for moving the sched-
ule between now and the end of this 
month, there is likely no other oppor-
tunity for us to address this issue in 
the remaining days of this legislative 
session. 

Mr. President, some would argue that 
we should not legislate on an appro-
priations bill, but they are oftentimes 
the ones who have supported legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill on prior 
occasions during this Congress. In fact, 
on March 16, 1995, the vote was 42–57 to 
allow legislating on an appropriations 
bill. On that day, the practice became 
something that would now be consid-
ered to be appropriate, given the cir-
cumstances of that vote and the ruling 
by the Chair and the commitment on 
the part of the body to overrule the 
Chair on that occasion. So the prece-
dent has been set. Legislating on ap-
propriations is now something that is 
not out of order, and no points of order 
can be brought on that particular 
issue. 

This amendment, Mr. President, has 
very strong support from the American 
Legion, from the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, from the Vietnam Veterans of 
America, from a real leader in this 
whole effort now for almost 25 years, 
Adm. Elmo Zumwalt—who has prob-
ably experienced the effects of agent 
orange on his family more graphically 
and unfortunately than perhaps any-
body else in the country, given the fact 
that his son was exposed and died of his 
exposure to agent orange and his 
grandson is suffering from a learning 
disability they believe to be related to 
his son’s exposure—the Spina Bifida 
Association of America, the Consor-
tium of Citizens with Disabilities, the 
American Association of University Af-
filiated Programs for Persons with De-
velopmental Disabilities, and, of 
course, the administration. 

Mr. President, we have to make a 
commitment to these children. They 
may not be large in number, but those 
2,000 children are every bit as much 
victims of those circumstances faced 
by our soldiers in Vietnam as the sol-
diers were themselves. We placed their 
parents, men and women, in harm’s 
way in service to their country. We 
asked them to risk their lives and their 
health so that others could remain 
free. We did not, however, ask them to 
give their children’s lives and health. 
We told them that we would take care 
of them and their families when they 
return, whether they were injured or 
not. Some of those injuries were imme-
diately apparent, but others have re-
vealed themselves over time. We bear 
the responsibility for the consequences 
of our actions and our policies, for the 
injuries suffered by those veterans, 
even those unforeseen, and even those 
in their children. This amendment does 
it as best we can under these cir-
cumstances. I urge its adoption. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, before the 

minority leader leaves, there are a 
number of things I would like to clarify 
with him. What is the basis of the num-
ber of children who have spina bifida, 
who are children or offspring—and I 
suppose now many are grown into 
adulthood—what is the basis of that 
number? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The basis of the num-
ber is simply the number we have been 
able to calculate of those children of 
agent orange veterans who were ex-
posed to agent orange and who are now 
victims of spina bifida. So you have a 
very limited population. That popu-
lation is first limited by the number of 
Vietnam veterans in Vietnam exposed 
to agent orange and, second, to those 
children of veterans who fall into that 
category. 

Mr. BOND. They have not actually 
counted this number. This is an esti-
mate, is it not? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is as hard a 
count as the VA currently has. 

Mr. BOND. I understand this is just 
an estimate based on an assumption 
from a study that if there is a connec-
tion, this number of offspring of vet-
erans would have spina bifida, is that 
correct? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I am told by staff 
that this is the best estimate the Con-
gressional Budget Office has been able 
to derive in consultation with the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. 

Mr. BOND. But it is an estimate? 
Mr. DASCHLE. It is an estimate. 
Mr. BOND. Based on a study of a 

small number of people where there 
were slightly larger incidence of spina 
bifida in this study than in the normal 
population, is that correct? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is not correct. 
The distinguished chairman of the 
committee misstates, I think, the re-
port by the National Academy of 
Sciences. The National Academy of 
Sciences has indicated that, in the cat-
egory 2 determination, there is a great-

er association of spina bifida victims in 
cases involving veterans affected by 
agent orange than in the nonexposed 
population. That is, there is a greater 
likelihood that spina bifida has oc-
curred as a result of that exposure than 
there is not. 

Mr. BOND. That is an estimate based 
on one study. You are extrapolating 
from that study? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Well, the law requires 
us to base it on the National Academy 
of Sciences’ report, which is based on 
several studies. The National Academy 
of Sciences is required, under the law 
of 1991, to review the scientific lit-
erature and evidence to provide us with 
an assessment of the health-related dif-
ficulties that may be in evidence as a 
result of exposure in Vietnam, includ-
ing those especially related to chil-
dren. In accordance with the law, the 
National Academy of Sciences has now 
said that spina bifida is one disease 
where a clear association can be drawn. 

In working with the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the VA, there has 
been an estimate provided, for budg-
etary purposes, of the number of chil-
dren who would be directly affected. 
That estimate is the one I gave earlier. 
That is only an estimate, but it is the 
best estimate, given the circumstances 
and the studies that have now been 
done. 

I don’t believe it is a very significant 
matter for us to be debating the ques-
tion as to whether it is 2,500, or 2,800, 
or 3,200. The estimate was made the 
way CBO estimates are normally made. 
The real question is: What do you do 
when you have a veteran exposed to 
agent orange, who now has a child with 
spina bifida? What the law says is that 
we give the veteran and his or her fam-
ily the benefit of the doubt. In fol-
lowing through with the law, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs has done 
just that. 

Mr. BOND. Well, Mr. President, I 
might say to the distinguished minor-
ity leader, this is one of the problems 
we get when there is a legislative mat-
ter on which there have been no hear-
ings in the Senate. We are attempting 
to determine the basis of that assump-
tion here on the floor of the Senate. 

This should properly be done in a 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee hearing. 
As I understand what the minority 
leader says in his arguments—and none 
of us have any question about the pain 
and difficulty that a family with a 
child born with spina bifida goes 
through. What we are asking is wheth-
er there is a reasonable basis in fact. 
Now, as I understand it, all of these as-
sumptions are based on something 
called the ranch-hand study, is that 
correct? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That is not correct. 
Mr. BOND. What is the basis of it 

then, the study, the basis of the as-
sumptions that you are making? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The basis of the as-
sumptions is, as I said earlier, that the 
law requires the National Academy of 
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Sciences to review all of the out-
standing information, all of the sci-
entific data that is available currently, 
including but not limited to the Ranch 
Hand study, assess that data and make 
a determination based upon that as-
sessment as to whether an association 
exists. By law, they are required to do 
that. By law, they have. 

Having done that, by law, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, the Presi-
dent, and 26 of us in the Senate—as 
well as more in the House—are now re-
sponding. The law required that we 
give the benefit of the doubt to the vet-
eran. Now, there have been those who 
have historically opposed that pre-
sumptive disability compensation in 
the law. But it is the law. What we are 
now saying is that the law must extend 
to the children, as it has been extended 
to agent orange victims in the past, 
over the objections, I might add, of a 
few of my colleagues. Again, Public 
Law 102–4 has been passed; it is the law, 
and it is our responsibility to live up to 
our commitments. 

I might also add, in response to the 
distinguished chairman’s comment 
about a hearing, the National Academy 
of Sciences’ report linking agent or-
ange exposure to spina bifida was 
issued in March. The President an-
nounced his commitment to a legisla-
tive solution in May. The request for 
committee hearings on the NAS find-
ings was issued 21⁄2 months ago and was 
never answered—over 21⁄2 months ago. 
We never had any commitment to a 
hearing. Now, there is a hearing sched-
uled for sometime this month, but not 
on the exploration of issues dealing 
with this amendment. There has been 
ample time and notification to deal 
with this issue. There has been abso-
lutely no response. 

I know the distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming has a very busy sched-
ule, and I don’t, in any way, imply that 
he is not interested and has not been 
personally kind to me in many of the 
requests that I have made of him. But 
on this issue I think the record speaks 
for itself. There has not been com-
mittee attention given to this issue 
this entire year. Now, suddenly sched-
uling an unrelated hearing—unrelated 
hearing—2 weeks before adjournment is 
not going to allow us to address this 
issue. We know what the law says, and 
we know what the National Academy 
of Sciences’ report has concluded. We 
know that there is an association. 

All we are simply doing here is say-
ing let’s make sure that the VA has the 
ability to follow through with what the 
law requires in providing the benefits 
to veterans and their families under 
these very, very difficult cir-
cumstances, albeit very limited, per-
haps to as few as 2,500 cases. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me ask 

the minority leader when the legisla-
tion to provide this was introduced. 
When did you introduce legislation to 
provide these benefits? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we in-
troduced the legislation this summer, 
sometime in July. 

Mr. BOND. Well, since we went out of 
session in August, and it was intro-
duced in the latter part of July, it 
would not be unreasonable that legisla-
tive hearings could not be held on a bill 
which had not been introduced, is it? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Well, Mr. President, I 
just say that, obviously, you don’t need 
a bill to hold hearings on something 
that was already announced all the 
way back last March. Last March, the 
National Academy of Sciences made 
their announcement and the Secretary 
and the President made their decisions 
in May. I would think that alone would 
trigger hearings and some response on 
the part of the Senate Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee. That was not done. 

So, obviously, our only recourse was 
to follow through with the legislation 
that we introduced. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will 
have further remarks later. But since 
the distinguished minority leader is 
here, I will say that I personally know 
of his deep, deep interest in agent or-
ange issues. The Senator from South 
Dakota and I have been bandying that 
about for many a year. We will con-
tinue to do so, because I continue to in-
sist—and the law insists—that we stick 
with sound medical and scientific evi-
dence, period. 

We do not deal with these issues on 
the basis of emotion or fear. This 
makes it very difficult because there is 
no sound medical or scientific evidence 
that dioxin does anything related to 
birth defects except for one study of a 
highly exposed group called the 
‘‘ranch-hand study.’’ 

Remember, too, that there was a 
civil suit against the producers and 
manufacturers of herbicides containing 
dioxin. It was to be the greatest class 
action of all time. It was to destroy 
huge corporations in America and 
bring them to their knees for pro-
ducing this substance. What happened 
to that suit? It was settled for less 
than $200 million. The judge rec-
ommended that the plaintiffs settle be-
cause there wouldn’t be any way they 
could prove through the testimony 
what they had to prove to show sound 
medical and scientific evidence linking 
dioxin to what had happened to the 
plaintiff class. They settled for an 
amount that would amount to a few 
thousand dollars each for members of 
the class, perhaps $6,000, $7,000, or $8,000 
each. And that settlement really was 
the beginning of what has come to pass 
with regard to an issue that never 
seems to go away. 

But I commend my friend, TOM 
DASCHLE. He is a fighter for veterans. I 
am a veteran, too. I do not enjoy get-
ting into these things. I chair the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee. 

But to my knowledge there has never 
been a request for a hearing on this bill 
because this bill didn’t come before the 
U.S. Senate until July 29, and we went 
out days after that. I do not hold many 

hearings on bills that I do not have be-
fore me. This bill was presented July 
29. 

The amendment speaks of the law 
and what we do to follow the law. The 
law requires us to say, for each disease 
reviewed by the Academy, ‘‘the extent 
that available scientific data permit 
meaningful determinations, A, whether 
a statistical association with herbicide 
exposure exists taking into account the 
strength’’—the word is ‘‘strength’’—‘‘of 
the scientific evidence of the appro-
priateness of the statistical and epide-
miological method used to detect asso-
ciation.’’ 

There is no ‘‘strength’’ in the report 
that the minority leader cites. It was a 
subject of ‘‘bias, confusion, and con-
founding,’’ according to the Institute 
of Medicine. And I shall quote that 
later in my remarks. 

The second part of it was the in-
creased risk of the disease among those 
exposed to herbicide during service in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the 
Vietnam era; and, C, ‘‘whether there 
exists a plausible biological mechanism 
or other evidence of a causal relation-
ship between herbicide exposure and 
the disease.’’ 

That is the law. So it was not some-
thing that the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee was escaping. But I certainly 
wanted the record to be so totally clear 
on what the subject is because there is 
no solid, strong data to support any 
plausible biological mechanism. 

I have cited the law. I shall have 
more to say later. But this is the first 
time—I hope the leader will listen to 
my remarks. And I see the ranking 
member of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee is on the floor. I hope that he 
will become involved in the debate, if 
that is appropriate, and I think it is. 
This will be the very first time that we 
have ever extended any form of entitle-
ment to a dependent class based on the 
health of the dependant, rather than 
the disability or death of the parent. I 
have no idea where this precedent 
would take us, but I can tell you that 
in our reconciliation instructions there 
are not many places to get the funding 
needed to pay for it. 

So I hope that every single Member 
who is sponsoring this amendment will 
tell us where we are going to get the 
money because we are already com-
mitted to using the Gardner decision 
money for other purposes. I hope that 
will be heard again and again and again 
as we get into talking about re-
programming or doing this, or doing 
that—that we have allocated the Gard-
ner decision money. Gardner was a de-
cision which could be described by a 
nonlawyer as ‘‘bone headed.’’ Neverthe-
less, we will correct that, and we have 
allocated those resources. They are 
gone. 

So if this passes, and the Veterans’ 
Committee is then called upon to meet 
it’s reconciliation instructions, then I 
am going to have to, as chairman and 
with my good colleague from West Vir-
ginia as ranking, sit down and decide 
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where we are going to get the money. I 
know there will be an argument about 
reprogramming and stuff that no one 
will understand. But that is the issue. 
That is one of the issues. 

The other issue is when you link the 
word ‘‘veteran’’ and innocent, disabled 
children you have to wade through a 
lot of emotion as well as facts. They 
have linked those words here. And it 
will be my purpose to try to show that 
the people who were in Vietnam and 
exposed were treated very fairly and al-
ways on the basis of sound medical and 
scientific evidence. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, going back 

to the basic questions and assump-
tions, again I note the difficulty we 
have as we are asked on an appropria-
tions bill to approve legislation to es-
tablish a new entitlement program. 

Did I understand the minority leader 
to say that he believes it is entirely ap-
propriate for an appropriations bill to 
include a new entitlement program 
which has not been the subject of hear-
ings in an authorizing committee, and 
which the chairman of the authorizing 
committee opposes on an appropria-
tions bill? Is this the new procedure we 
follow? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I re-
mind my dear friend that he voted to 
cause this to be the new procedure in 
March 1995. He voted to overrule the 
Chair when the Chair ruled that you 
could not legislate on an appropria-
tions bill. He was one of those who said 
no; that we think now that appropria-
tions bills are appropriate vehicles 
with which to legislate. So he set the 
precedent. We are simply saying we are 
willing to live now with that prece-
dent. With respect to this case, I thank 
him for doing so. But he was the one 
who did it. I do not think this is nec-
essarily a good practice. But in this 
case I am very grateful to him for hav-
ing voted for it so I can offer this 
amendment and not be called on a 
point of order. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there will 
be a point of order. Who knows? There 
may be several of them. 

But let me ask the minority leader if 
he does not agree that there are in-
stances of legislation on appropriations 
bills where the authorizing committee 
has agreed that it is appropriate to 
make changes which could not be made 
in the normal course of business and 
whether it has not been the agreement 
of the leadership that on this appro-
priations cycle we would only include 
legislation which had the approval of 
the authorizing committees? Was the 
minority leader not involved in that 
leadership discussion? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I was certainly not 
involved in any discussion of that kind. 
That is news to me. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am sorry 
that the word has not gotten around. I 
was under the impression that the full 
leadership of this body had said that 

we were not going to attempt a broad 
range of authorizing activities where 
the authorizing committee objected. 
Certainly in this instance I think there 
are many questions which legitimately 
should be resolved before the author-
izing committee. 

I wonder if the minority leader is fa-
miliar with the testimony which was 
produced in the House by the principal 
investigator on the one study, a 
‘‘ranch-hand study,’’ which examined 
the possibility of a link between dioxin 
and offspring with spina bifida, and the 
fact this investigator testified before 
the House appropriations committee 
concluded in his testimony by saying 
that ‘‘The Institute of Medicine has re-
cently interpreted available evidence 
on spina bifida and exposure to herbi-
cide as ‘suggestive of an association’ 
but ‘limited because chance bias and 
confounding could not be ruled out 
with confidence’ the results of our 
study of ranch hand veterans and com-
parisons were apparently important to 
the Institute of Medicine in reaching 
their conclusion. However, it is my 
opinion that the accumulated evidence 
does not yet establish that there is a 
cause-and-effect relationship between 
herbicide exposure and spina bifida 
today.’’ 

Is the Senator familiar with that tes-
timony? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I sure am. I appre-
ciate the fact that the Senator from 
Missouri has raised the question be-
cause it confirms really what the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences also says. 
It says that the evidence today does 
not suggest a direct, unequivocal 
cause-and-effect relationship—and the 
law specifically does not require one. 
All the National Academy of Sciences 
says is that there is more evidence to 
suggest that there is a relationship 
than there is evidence to suggest that 
there is not. 

The National Academy of Sciences is 
that body to which we turn for the best 
assessment as to what the relationship 
is so that the Secretary and we may 
determine what our actions ought to be 
based upon the available scientific 
data. Based upon that and only that, 
we are concluding once more, as we 
have done on so many occasions, that 
the presumption must go to the vet-
eran—not to the Government, not to 
the chemical companies, not to any-
body else but to the veteran. 

We have to assume that if there is 
some doubt and if the weight of evi-
dence suggests that there is more data 
in favor of the relationship than there 
is not, the benefit of the doubt ought 
to go to the veteran and his family. We 
have done that on compensation. We 
have done that on medical care. And 
now we are doing it on a very narrow 
focus: spina bifida today in children of 
victims of agent orange in the first 
place. 

That is what we are saying. As the 
Senator from Missouri knows, we de-
bate the same issue with respect to to-
bacco constantly—you have Senators 

here who raise the issue of tobacco, and 
there is a debate about how much data 
suggests a direct link. But you still 
have companies that suggest there is 
no link. I am one who does not agree 
with that. But yet we base our policy 
on the linkage that exists, the over-
whelming evidence that does exist that 
there is a connection between exposure 
and a disease. So we are doing now 
with agent orange once more—pro-
viding a link based upon the scientific 
link that we have described in the law 
itself and that is supported by evidence 
from the Centers for Disease Control 
studies, the ranch hand study, and 
other evidence. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the legal 
link is merely that there are sugges-
tions, there is not evidence, and this is 
one of the facts that would be brought 
out were there to be a hearing. Perhaps 
the minority leader could tell us what 
kind of services the potential bene-
ficiaries of this amendment are now re-
ceiving. Are they now receiving feder-
ally supported care? Are they receiving 
privately supported care? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I can tell the Senator 
from Missouri that they are not receiv-
ing any assistance today from the VA. 

Mr. BOND. That is not the question. 
Are they receiving Federal assistance 
in any form? 

Mr. DASCHLE. That would depend, 
of course, on what their circumstances 
are. If they are Medicaid eligible, they 
might be eligible for a small amount of 
assistance in health from Medicaid, but 
there is virtually no assistance, as the 
Senator knows, through Medicaid for 
the number of different obstacles that I 
described in my earlier remarks that a 
child faces as they have to address the 
many complications outside of just the 
health complications for which they 
must endure every day. There is no as-
sistance there. 

So I cannot tell the Senator today 
how much Medicaid assistance they 
may be getting, how much assistance 
they may be getting through AFDC. 
That is not the issue. The issue is, 
what is the VA doing? And the answer 
to that question is zero, nothing. They 
cannot do anything. That is the pur-
pose of this amendment. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we 
have now seen why this is such a dif-
ficult question, because there is no ar-
guing with the fact that individuals 
suffering from disabling diseases, par-
ticularly such as spina bifida, which is 
a congenital birth defect, which, in 
most severe cases, can cause paralysis, 
deserve our compassion. There are 
some studies underway which have 
shown that one of the causes of spina 
bifida is a lack of folic acid. This is a 
disease, this is a defect which deserves 
our greatest attention because it is a 
debilitating, truly awful disability, and 
the compassion with which the minor-
ity leader speaks is justifiable. 

We all have compassion for these 
people, but we are considering an ap-
propriations bill today. It is the most 
tortuous reasoning to say, when the 
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minority leader has waited until July 
29 to introduce a piece of legislation, 
and then without hearings in the rel-
evant authorizing committee expects 
without the hearings and over the ob-
jection of the authorizing committee 
which wishes to explore what is clearly 
questionable scientific evidence on 
which any findings should be based, 
that this should be put in an appropria-
tions bill. This would be an entitle-
ment program stuck on an appropria-
tions bill. As the chairman of the Vet-
erans Committee has already pointed 
out, the so-called offset has already 
been used for the entitlement. 

The Senate Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee marked up a bill just prior to 
the August recess. No Member raised 
the issue and, as I said, the Senate Vet-
erans Affairs Committee has held no 
hearings on it. 

There are many issues which need to 
be considered regarding the provision 
of benefits to children with spina 
bifida. They have not been discussed 
and debated in a normal legislative 
process. A view expressed by the Dis-
abled American Veterans executive di-
rector, David Gorman, in a May 1996 
letter to the VA Secretary said: 

Because the basis of [these children’s] enti-
tlement is dissimilar to both the conven-
tional direct and derivative eligibility for 
VA programs, benefits for them would ap-
pear to be beyond the parameters of tradi-
tional VA benefits, and more properly under 
the scope of other compensatory programs. 
Benefits for these children might be more 
appropriately included under authority and 
appropriations for military claims. 

Similarly, the Vietnam Veterans of 
America wrote to the Secretary in 
April stating: 

We urge you to specifically request the VA 
task force seek outside expertise from both 
governmental and nongovernmental entities 
on these issues. VVA aims to ensure that the 
appropriate questions are being considered 
and addressed by policymakers in the VA 
and Congress. 

The Vietnam Veterans Association 
raised a number of questions which 
need answering such as how many vet-
erans’ families are affected by spina 
bifida. We have only an estimate based 
on a flawed study which led to the as-
sumption for the numbers which the 
minority leader gave. And the minority 
leader has been unable to tell us what 
governmental or nongovernmental 
services might already be available to 
these veterans and families and what 
agencies should be tasked with pro-
viding health care and compensation. 

The Veterans’ Administration does 
not even know how many offspring of 
veterans of Vietnam are actually af-
fected by this terrible disease, their 
ages, their degree of disability, or the 
extent to which they are already re-
ceiving Federal assistance, nor does 
the VA have any firm estimate on the 
cost of care and compensation. 

These are very important issues. 
These are truly critically important 
issues to the families affected. They 
deserve the attention and deliberation 
of this body but, I suggest, through the 

normal legislative process. The views 
of the veterans service organizations 
certainly should be taken into consid-
eration on this important issue. Their 
views—and there are views on both 
sides—deserve the proper forum of 
hearings in the authorizing committee. 
As I noted, some of the organizations 
do support and some do not support the 
Daschle amendment. 

There are much greater problems 
with this, and the minority leader 
brushed them off. But the amendment 
sets several precedents. First, to my 
knowledge, expanding entitlements on 
an appropriations bill has not been 
done—to my knowledge. 

If there is ever an instance in which 
the American people can see why the 
Federal Government is spinning out of 
control, it is when on the basis of lim-
ited scientific evidence, not hard sci-
entific evidence, without hearings, 
without legislative consideration of all 
points of view, without even knowing 
how many people are affected and what 
other benefits are available, a 
brandnew entitlement program is set 
up; it is set in motion without consid-
eration of its impact. 

When young people ask us how did 
the Federal Government spending get 
out of control, this is probably one 
small example. It is an example, where 
there are people who have a severe 
birth defect. We are concerned about 
them. But we are setting up a Govern-
ment program without reliable sci-
entific knowledge on what the cause is 
or how it is going to be dealt with. Are 
we dealing with all of the children of 
veterans who deserve this kind of help? 
What about the children of gulf war 
veterans who suffer from heart-wrench-
ing disabilities, possibly as a result of 
their parents’ service? This amendment 
opens up a whole host of questions 
which deserve to be considered through 
the normal legislative process. 

But let us be clear about the sci-
entific basis. Has there been a scientif-
ically established link between expo-
sure to agent orange and spina bifida in 
offspring? The answer is no. There has 
been only ‘‘limited/suggestive evi-
dence’’ of an association based on a sin-
gle study. The author of that study 
says: Do not rely on it. The cause of 
spina bifida is unknown. Work is going 
forward on the folic acid approach. 

The VA’s task force report on agent 
orange, issued in May in response to 
the National Academy of Sciences/In-
stitute of Medicine update on agent or-
ange, said ‘‘Most of the studies cited 
did not show statistically significant 
differences. Notwithstanding these sci-
entific questions, sufficient data exist 
of a possible association that the task 
force concluded that spina bifida meets 
the liberal standards set forth in Pub-
lic Law 102–4,’’ the Agent Orange Act of 
1991. 

The task force report also said: 
The Task Force believes the legal standard 

governing the finding of a ‘‘positive associa-
tion’’ under P.L. 102–4 is an imperfect frame-
work for analyzing the relevant scientific 

evidence and, further, raises a risk that VA’s 
findings of a ‘‘positive association’’ may be 
misinterpreted to mean more than they do. 
The Task Force is concerned that VA’s find-
ing of a ‘‘positive association’’ under the lib-
eral standard of P.L. 102–4 may be mis-
construed as reflecting a scientific judgment 
that a causal association exists between her-
bicide exposure and a particular disease. The 
Task Force emphasizes that its conclusions 
made for the limited purposes of P.L. 102–4 
do not reflect a judgment that a particular 
health outcome has been shown to be caused 
by, or in some cases even definitely associ-
ated with, herbicide exposure under the 
standards ordinarily governing such conclu-
sions for purposes of scientific inquiry and 
medical care. 

The NAS looked at one study re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Ranch Hand’’ study. 
The author of this so-called Ranch 
Hand study said his own findings did 
not support a conclusion of linkage be-
tween herbicide and spina bifida. He 
said before a House hearing earlier this 
year: ‘‘It is my opinion that the accu-
mulated evidence does not yet estab-
lish that there is a cause-and-effect re-
lationship between herbicide exposure 
and spina bifida.’’ The NAS noted that 
the studies relative to spina bifida had 
‘‘methodological limitations such as 
small sample size and possible recall 
bias’’ which mean that further study is 
required. 

And finally, there is at least one 
study which would seem to contradict 
an association between herbicide expo-
sure and spina bifida. An herbicide pro-
duction plant exploded in the town of 
Seveso, Italy, with residents exposed to 
substantial quantities of herbicide. A 
study on the frequency of birth defects 
in Seveso failed to demonstrate any in-
creased risk of birth defects. 

Let us be clear about the impact of 
this amendment on other veterans en-
titlements. Because the so-called Gard-
ner decision is being used to offset this 
new entitlement, the effect is that the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, in meet-
ing its reconciliation instructions next 
year, will be forced to cut veterans en-
titlements in other areas to pay for 
this entitlement. 

I should also add that the benefits 
which would be authorized to veterans’ 
offspring in some cases would exceed 
compensation benefits currently pro-
vided to service-connected veterans. 
One must question whether this is fair 
and appropriate. 

And finally, Mr. President, while the 
costs of compensation would be offset 
in this amendment by reducing bene-
fits related to the ‘‘Gardner decision,’’ 
there is no provision to cover medical 
costs. VA would be required to provide 
comprehensive health care benefits—at 
an estimated cost of at least $14 mil-
lion a year. VA would have to absorb 
these additional costs—at a time when 
VA’s medical care budget, as requested 
by the President and recommended by 
the committee, is estimated to cover 
only those veterans currently served 
by the VA medical system. We would 
have to take away health care from 
those who are already served to meet 
these new benefits. 
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It seems to me, to expand medical 

benefits to an additional population 
will mean the care of those veterans— 
the vast majority of whom are service- 
connected disabled or very low in-
come—will be put at risk. 

And I should also add that the med-
ical benefits which would be authorized 
are more generous that VA’s current 
authorities for medical care to vet-
erans. These issues deserve close study 
and debate. That, I think, can only 
occur in the authorizing committee in 
an appropriate legislative consider-
ation. 

I think it is highly inappropriate to 
play election year politics with such an 
important issue as this one. I think we 
have normal legislative procedures 
which should be followed to determine 
whether there is any scientific evi-
dence suggesting that we should pro-
vide this entitlement, this expanded 
entitlement. Trying to place it on an 
appropriations measure is, I think, in-
appropriate and totally unwarranted. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

COVERDELL). The Chair recognizes the 
minority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I will be very brief 
because I note the distinguished rank-
ing member of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee has been here for some 
time and wants to be heard on the mat-
ter. Let me just respond to three issues 
raised by the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. 

First of all, as to the matter of the 
offset, let me emphasize, Gardner has 
not been used. Gardner has not been 
used. That is, the offset has not been 
allocated. The reason it has not been 
allocated is that we have not passed a 
reconciliation bill. No reconciliation 
bill has passed which delineates its 
usage. So, clearly, that funding has not 
been allocated. It is available. I do not 
think there is any question about that. 
I ask my colleagues to show me where, 
in what reconciliation bill, we have de-
lineated the utilization of Gardner. 

Second, let us not debate Ranch 
Hand all over again. The Ranch Hand 
Study and many other studies were de-
bated, and we made our decisions based 
upon the evidence available in 1991. We 
passed the Agent Orange Act over-
whelmingly, virtually unanimously, in 
1991. That battle was fought 5 years 
ago—beginning even longer ago. That 
law, now on the books 5 years, simply 
says when there is a positive associa-
tion, when there is a connection that 
has been made by the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, that connection be 
recognized by the VA and be dealt 
with; we have dealt with all of the 
other diseases that have now been offi-
cially connected. 

There are a number of those diseases 
that fall in category 1 and category 2. 
Chloracne is in that category. Non- 
Hodgkin’s lymphoma is in that cat-
egory. Soft-tissue sarcoma, Hodgkin’s 
disease, porphyria cutanea tarda, mul-
tiple myeloma, respiratory cancers of 
the lung, larynx and trachea, prostate 

cancer, acute and sub-acute peripheral 
neuropathy—all of those are in cat-
egories 1 and 2. If we do not act on this 
amendment in a favorable way, the 
only category 1 or 2 disease that will 
not be on the list officially recognized 
will be spina bifida. 

We will be saying spina bifida is dif-
ferent than all the diseases I have just 
listed here. We are going to say that we 
are going to not abide by the law, not 
abide by the guidance given by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. We are 
going to say we know better than the 
National Academy of Sciences. We are 
going to say that even though we asked 
for evidence related to birth defects, 
we are not interested in facing the con-
sequences of that evidence. 

I hope we do not make that mistake. 
I hope we do what we have done in 
every one of these other cases. With re-
spect to every one of these diseases, we 
have acknowledged the connection, we 
have made the commitment to our vet-
erans experiencing these diseases. The 
time to do it for spina bifida is this 
morning, is today. Let us get it done. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am really amazed to listen to the de-
bate across the aisle, and the fervor, 
really, the fervor about an amendment 
which would actually end up saving a 
lot of money; a debate in which they 
are determined that these kids with 
spina bifida are not going to have any 
help. There is a real determination 
about this. This is not just a mild phil-
osophical discussion. There is a sense 
of outrage that spina bifida kids could 
get this kind of help. 

I find that interesting. Maybe they 
could get some help from the 15-per-
cent tax cut. I don’t know. 

The Senator from Missouri used the 
phrase ‘‘spinning out of control’’ over 
costs that will come, in 1997, to $3.179 
million for medical care—spinning out 
of control. Actually, the Senator from 
Missouri said $14 million. He is wrong. 
It is $3.179 million for medical care. 
Spinning out of control. 

This is very interesting. I say to my 
esteemed chairman that we have never 
done anything on Gardner. He talked 
about correcting Gardner. He is wrong 
about that. We have never corrected 
Gardner. Some said it could be done. It 
has not been done. That is a statement 
that is inaccurate, and my colleagues 
who are listening, and their staffs, I 
hope they will understand that. 

The Senator from Missouri was talk-
ing about Gardner, using Gardner 
money to take away from veterans 
benefits. You cannot use Gardner 
money for veterans benefits. Gardner 
money is not a cash benefit for vet-
erans. It has only to do with potential 
Government liability. It is not a source 
of funding for veterans benefits, an-
other mistake by the Senator from 
Missouri. 

‘‘Normal legislative process’’—sacred 
all of a sudden—‘‘normal legislative 

process.’’ Some of us feel very strongly 
about Persian Gulf war veterans and 
some of the mysterious illnesses which 
are occurring in tens of thousands of 
people across this country. No, nobody 
has been able to really prove anything 
to this point, but there is no normal 
legislative process. 

In fact, there was no interest on the 
part of the majority in even taking up 
this matter over the past 2 years in the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee. This is a 
subject which has gotten a great deal 
of attention, but not in the Veterans’ 
Committee. 

I, in fact, as the ranking member, 
held—it was not even a hearing, it was 
kind of a meeting, about the Persian 
Gulf war illnesses—and was chewed out 
up and down for doing something that 
would never again be allowed in the 
Veterans’ Committee, for trying to 
come to the rescue of Persian Gulf war 
veterans. 

Incidentally, some of those veterans 
have kids who, in a sense, although the 
word ‘‘entitlement’’ is not exactly 
true, we have already established that 
the Department of Veterans Affairs 
will allow medical examinations for 
the deformed children of some of these 
Persian Gulf war veterans, and there 
are a lot of them. That has been estab-
lished. That is now being done. That is 
now in the law. They will be carefully 
examined by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

But there is not any normal legisla-
tive process because there is no inter-
est. There is no interest in the de-
formed children. There is no interest in 
these Persian Gulf war mystery ill-
nesses, which are no mystery to me. I 
don’t care if anybody has proved it. 
You cannot take a 20-year-old, send 
him to the Persian Gulf, and do what 
they did over there—which I will not 
get into now—and the Defense Depart-
ment denied all of it until they had to 
admit that when they blew up a group 
of chemical bombs, maybe one of the 
divisions had been exposed a little bit. 
But that was just a minor thing, ac-
cording to the Department of Defense, 
and they said if they had to do it all 
over again, they would do it exactly 
the same way. That is what the head of 
health for the Department of Defense 
said, a very sensitive position. 

So what the Senator from Missouri 
and the Senator from Wyoming have to 
understand, which I thought they 
would, is that war has changed. We are 
not talking about missiles. We are not 
talking about neutron bombs. We are 
not talking about hand-to-hand com-
bat. We are not talking about tank 
warfare. We are talking about what 
started back in the First World War 
with mustard gas, in a very small 
sense, and we were unprepared for that. 
And then the atomic experimentation, 
which we carried out as a country, and 
we were unprepared for that. Thou-
sands of soldiers were radiated, and the 
Government refused to do anything 
about it. It said, ‘‘You can’t prove it.’’ 

Then along comes agent orange. 
They say it is just incidental if you are 
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getting cancer or anything of that sort. 
You happened to have been in Vietnam 
in an agent-orange-exposed area. We do 
not seem to be able to show that we 
can prove this is enough, although I 
think we could there. Admiral 
Zumwalt, and a lot of other people, 
were pretty firm on that. 

War is changing, and I hope the other 
side is noticing that. We are getting 
into the century of toxins, of chemi-
cals. We do not have the big Russian 
bear anymore. We have the little hor-
rendous dictators like Saddam Hussein 
and Muammar Qadhafi. They build 
their little bombs, and their little 
bombs are not filled with explosives, 
they are filled with chemicals and tox-
ins that will destroy peoples’ nervous 
systems. 

‘‘Spinning out of control,’’ ‘‘normal 
legislative process,’’ ‘‘first time we’ve 
ever had an entitlement’’—the world is 
changing, I say to my colleagues; war 
is changing, and it would be a good 
thing to take notice of. 

I would like to have a hearing on this 
subject, the changing nature of war, 
but we will not have one. We will not 
have one this month. We will not have 
one next month if we are in session, I 
guarantee you that, because the chair-
man will not do it. No, I am sorry, the 
Gardner amendment was not corrected. 
And, yes, there are some of us over 
here who do want to help children, 
some of us over here who do have a bias 
toward children. If evidence is, by and 
large, 50–50, we will lean toward the 
children, particularly in the case of 
spina bifida. All of that, unfortunately, 
was just a prelude to my remarks. I 
felt a need to respond. 

Incidentally, if the Senator from Wy-
oming is so unhappy about the prece-
dent which was set in the agent orange 
decision by the Congress in the Viet-
nam war, then why doesn’t he intro-
duce legislation to repeal it? He talks 
about it all the time. Why not then in-
troduce legislation to repeal it and 
count the votes? If that was wrong, if 
the proof was not sufficient, then in-
troduce legislation to repeal it. 

I applaud the Democratic leader and 
his amendment to provide help and 
monetary support to veterans’ children 
with spina bifida. I am going to talk 
about it. This is a tragedy that cries 
out for normal legislative process, and 
if you can’t get it, then faster action. 

It also cries out for acceptance of 
Government responsibility. Spinning 
out of control—spinning out of control, 
$3 million in 1997 for medical care for 
spina bifida children born to Vietnam 
veterans. I mean, you have about 1,500 
to 4,000 of these spina bifida babies 
being born each year, but the number 
is going down because of improved ma-
ternal diet. It has been going down for 
the last decade. 

There are many arguments against, 
as the Senator from Missouri pointed 
out, amending an appropriations bill in 
this way. The minority leader made 
the same argument, and those are ar-
guments I would be generally inclined 

to support. Being the junior Senator to 
the senior Senator from West Virginia, 
those are arguments I would almost be 
bound to support. 

But here is one Senator from West 
Virginia who is willing to give a great 
deal of leeway and the benefit of the 
doubt when a compelling need comes 
about, to meet our responsibility to a 
class in our society called children. 
That is what we are doing by this 
amendment of the minority leader. 

A little background. Under the agent 
orange law that we enacted in 1991, the 
Government assumed responsibility for 
health outcomes. If somebody does not 
like it, repeal it if they can, but that is 
what we did under the law. We assumed 
responsibility for health outcomes of 
that particular war, the Vietnam war, 
where there was at least a positive as-
sociation of the war with the disease. 

That law required the VA to contract 
with the National Academy of 
Sciences—and here we are doing the 
same thing on this. The National Acad-
emy of Sciences was charged with re-
viewing ongoing research on illnesses 
resulting from agent orange exposure 
in Vietnam. I seriously doubt there are 
many Senators on either side of the 
aisle who really questioned whether 
there is a relationship between agent 
orange and cancer, and the other dif-
ferent perils that it caused. 

In March of this year, the National 
Academy of Sciences found limited or 
suggestive evidence for connecting 
service in Vietnam with a number of 
additional diseases, including spina 
bifida, in children of those who served 
in Vietnam. Creating a new entitle-
ment for dependents? Yes. Because 
when you get into this kind of toxic 
stuff, dependents are affected, like 
they were in the Persian Gulf war 
through the chemical combinations 
and toxins that were used there. De-
pendents are affected. Reproductive ac-
tivities are affected. Women are af-
fected. Kids are affected. Have you seen 
the pictures? Have you visited the 
kids? Has anybody on that side of the 
aisle visited the kids, visited the fami-
lies, talked with them? I do not know. 

But this is extremely important. It is 
the National Academy of Sciences that 
made this finding, Mr. President, not 
the Congress, not the Veterans’ Com-
mittee, not the House, not the Senate, 
not the President, not the VA. The Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. 

The President immediately estab-
lished a task force within the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs to make rec-
ommendations to him based upon what 
the NAS—the National Academy of 
Sciences—had reported. The VA task 
force recommended, among other 
things, the enactment of legislation 
that is now provided by the Democratic 
leader’s amendment. Everything 
sounds pretty much in order to me. 

On May 28, President Clinton an-
nounced that the Government would 
meet its responsibility to the children 
of Vietnam veterans. We did it with 
agent orange. Nobody has tried to re-

peal that that I am aware of. Now we 
have a new classification, new evi-
dences, dependents, children showing 
up with problems. And the President 
said that he would send the Congress 
legislation to take care of Vietnam 
veterans’ children who develop spina 
bifida. 

The decision for the Government to 
take responsibility for children of vet-
erans exposed to these environmental 
hazards—toxic hazards of war—is 
precedent setting. It surely is. It abso-
lutely is, because the nature of war is 
changing. It is not without con-
troversy, as is clear on the floor this 
morning, but it is what I call a leader-
ship decision. And I applaud the Presi-
dent for making that decision. 

The hazards of war are changing. It is 
so obvious. It is so obvious, Mr. Presi-
dent. It seems so obvious, but evidently 
it is not. Witness the great difficulty 
that the Government has had in discov-
ering the causes of the vast array of ill-
nesses that have followed service in the 
Persian Gulf war. The injuries of that 
war in the great majority of cases have 
not resulted, once again, from guns or 
missiles, but rather from environ-
mental or other toxic exposures. 

Once again, we have not had a chance 
to have a hearing on this. The normal 
legislative process was not followed, 
which is the reason that the minority 
leader and some of us have had to re-
sort to approaches of this sort. There 
are new types of dangers that our sol-
diers will increasingly face in future 
conflicts. That is assured. That is why, 
as chair and now ranking member of 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, I 
made and am making a significant ef-
fort to oversee the Government efforts 
regarding environmental exposures to 
our military men and women. And it 
has not been a pretty sight. 

The Defense Department, in one of 
the greatest stonewalls of all time, but 
in keeping with their record going all 
the way back to the First World War, 
denies any responsibility for anything 
happening to the soldiers that they are 
responsible for. 

Part of the bargain in the Vietnam 
war, and also the Persian Gulf war— 
but here we are talking about Vietnam 
with these children—yes, the soldiers, 
men and women, signed up and went 
over to serve, but it was not part of the 
bargain that the children which they 
might have upon return from service, 
who might potentially be affected, 
would be part of this deal. These chil-
dren were not sent to Vietnam. They 
did not sign up for the risks of service. 
There seems to be benefit-of-the-doubt 
type evidence that they were harmed, 
however. 

So the question comes again, do we 
favor the $3 million expenditure in 1997 
for medical care for the horrible con-
sequences they suffered—or do we ig-
nore them, ignore them because it is a 
new type of entitlement or it has not 
followed the legislative process? I 
mean, this is a stunning difference be-
tween the two sides of the aisle. 
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The question before us today is 

whether the Government owes respon-
sibility to children born to those who 
served in an earlier war, children born 
with a disabling condition called spina 
bifida. Now let us talk a little bit 
about the problem. 

Mr. President, the problem can be 
immensely horrible, and it is in the 
case of spina bifida. It is not brought 
on by any action by the children. It is 
not brought on by any action by the 
parents. These are truly innocent vic-
tims. My colleagues may not want to 
hear some of the horrendous problems 
these children face, but they are going 
to, because we all need to understand a 
little bit about the nature of what is at 
stake here. 

Spina bifida, SB, means ‘‘split 
spine.’’ It is a defect of the neural tube, 
the embryonic structure that evolves 
into the brain and the spinal cord. It 
results from the failure of the spine to 
close properly in the first month of 
pregnancy. 

There are three types of spina bifida, 
the most common of which is occulta, 
which is not disabling and is not in-
cluded in the amendment before us. 

What is covered in the proposed 
amendment are the two much more se-
vere forms of spina bifida. In these 
forms, a cyst holding the spinal cord 
membranes, nerve roots of the spinal 
cord, or the cord itself, usually mal-
formed, pokes through an open part of 
the spine; or there may be, in fact, no 
cyst, but only a fully exposed section 
of the spinal cord and the nerves. 

Affected babies are at a high risk of 
infection until the back is closed sur-
gically, and varying degrees of other 
problems remain even if the surgery is 
successful. Estimates of the number of 
children born with spina bifida range 
from 1,500 to 4,000 each year. As I indi-
cated before, that number is going 
down as maternal diet and pregnancy 
testing are improving. All of this has 
been declining over the last decade. 

The types of problems that these 
children develop vary, sometimes sig-
nificantly, depending on the particular 
spinal nerves that are involved. But 
their conditions are serious, often se-
verely disabling, and for all, lifelong. 
Curable? No. Lifelong? Yes. 

Now, there are three primary areas of 
disabling function: The central nervous 
system, which is the brain and the spi-
nal cord; the urologic system, which 
are the kidneys and the bladder; and 
the musculoskeletal system, which are 
the bones and muscles. Common pri-
mary medical problems include hydro-
cephalus, which occurs when the cere-
brospinal fluid is unable to drain nor-
mally and fluid collects around the 
brain, resulting in an enlarged head; 
serious bladder problems due to lack of 
muscle control—urinary tract infec-
tions are very common, and kidney 
problems can result; bowel control 
problems; orthopedic conditions, in-
cluding partial or complete paralysis, 
depending on where the defect shows 
on the spinal cord; and a variety of 

problems involving dislocated joints, 
misshapen bones, bowed legs, and foot 
deformities. 

It is not a lot of fun. It is also very 
common for these children to develop a 
whole host of secondary medical prob-
lems as a result of this, including obe-
sity, high blood pressure, heart disease, 
bone fractures, seizures, eye dis-
orders—due to pressure on the optic 
nerve—and a life-threatening latex al-
lergy. 

In addition, learning disabilities are 
a constant and lifelong reality for chil-
dren with spina bifida. Now, remember, 
we have had learning through the 
school systems as it has been over the 
past couple of centuries; and we are 
now, after the deregulation of the tele-
communication industry, entering into 
a whole new age where children are 
going to be expected to be able to han-
dle much more complex learning proce-
dures through computers and all the 
rest. So learning disabilities are going 
to be a horrible, lifelong reality for 
children with spina bifida, as they al-
ready are. Poor short-term memory, 
lack of organizational skills, lack of 
eye-hand coordination, needs for spe-
cial education and other kinds of sup-
port are common. 

Finally, there are a plethora of social 
development and psychological prob-
lems which plague these children for 
all their lives. Put yourself in the con-
dition that I have just described for the 
last 7 or 8 minutes. I invite my col-
leagues to put their children in that 
condition. We have all seen spina bifida 
kids. We all know what they look like, 
what happens. We all know the love 
they get from their parents, but we all 
know what a fundamentally incurable, 
horrible condition it is. I, as one Sen-
ator, want to say that I am willing to 
give these children a huge benefit of 
the doubt as we did in the agent orange 
bill. 

I turn to the controversy of deter-
mining the cause of these problems. 
Now, looking at the science and the 
law, opponents of providing health care 
to spina bifida children will honestly 
and genuinely argue that the scientific 
evidence of the connection between 
service in Vietnam and spina bifida is 
either lacking or flawed, or both. And 
for sure, there are those who argue 
against caring for any Vietnam vet-
erans for agent orange exposure. 

But, Mr. President, I believe we in 
Congress are particularly ill-suited to 
be the determiners of what is and what 
is not ‘‘good science.’’ Those are de-
bates and discussions best left to the 
scientists themselves, not to politi-
cians. But the determination is great 
to replace scientific review with polit-
ical debate and bias. 

The fact is that with only a few ex-
ceptions, the maladies previously iden-
tified by the National Academy of 
Sciences as statistically connected 
with service in Vietnam can also be 
statistically related to other causes, as 
well. 

The scientific proof, as I understand 
it, is not an open-and-shut case with 

regard to those earlier diseases and ill-
ness findings. I readily acknowledge it 
is not an open-and-shut case regarding 
spina bifida. 

However, Mr. President, this is, in 
fact, exactly what the 1991 agent or-
ange law intended. We, as a Nation, de-
cided then that we would give the ben-
efit of the doubt to those who served 
our country in Vietnam. What we de-
cided then was to task the NAS with 
the scientific determination as to the 
strength of the evidence of connection 
of a disease or illness. No more and no 
less. 

Based upon those NAS findings, we 
directed the Department of Veterans 
Affairs to make a determination of 
whether there was a ‘‘positive associa-
tion’’—meaning at least 50 percent of 
the credible evidence supported a con-
clusion that a health outcome was re-
lated to Vietnam service. In fulfilling 
their job, the NAS established in 1993 
four categories of the association of 
health outcomes. The minority leader 
referred to these. One, sufficient evi-
dence of association. Two, limited or 
suggestive evidence. Three, inadequate 
or insufficient evidence. Four, limited 
or suggested evidence of no associa-
tion. 

It was in the second category, ‘‘lim-
ited or suggestive evidence,’’ that the 
NAS earlier this year placed spina 
bifida in its report—for the first time. 
It is based upon this NAS finding that 
the VA task force concluded there was 
sufficient evidence to establish a posi-
tive association of military service and 
spina bifida. 

The question then becomes whether 
‘‘limited or suggested evidence of an 
association’’—which the task force de-
scribed as ‘‘several studies [that] sug-
gest apparent increases in risk in off-
spring of Vietnam veterans’’—whether 
that is sufficient to support the Gov-
ernment’s assuming financial responsi-
bility. 

That is an appropriate question for 
debate, but one we have already an-
swered in this body and in this Con-
gress and in the law, by enactment of 
the 1991 agent orange law. What this 
amendment does today is fully in ac-
cordance with that law. 

Now, the legislation proposed by the 
Democratic leader, and as suggested by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
would establish a health care program 
for children with spina bifida, and a 
three-tiered compensation program 
paying either $200, $700, or $1,200 a 
month, depending on the degree of dis-
ability. The compensation program 
would not, as I understand it, entail 
new costs, since it is offset by savings 
of other veterans’ programs, and the 
health program’s small cost would be 
absorbed in the VA medical care ac-
count. 

Because no one knows for sure how 
many children will qualify for the 
health care or monetary benefits, the 
costs are uncertain. Estimates range 
from 700 to 3,000 spina bifida children of 
a parent who served in Vietnam and 
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where this positive association was es-
tablished. 

CBO has informally advised—and 
they speak for us—that about 2,785 
children probably would be eligible to 
participate—2,785 children—at a total 
cost of perhaps $4 million annually for 
health care. This is a real, real, budget 
buster. This is, in fact, a very small 
amount of money, when one considers 
that lifetime health care costs for 
those who have spina bifida range from 
$294,000—which comes from the Centers 
for Disease Control—to over $750,000— 
and that comes from the Spina Bifida 
Association—per child for comprehen-
sive health care. But since many of the 
health care costs are in the early years 
of life, and the proposed amendment is 
not retroactive, the health care costs 
would be much, much less than these 
estimates. 

The monetary portion of the benefit 
is intended to offset the varied ex-
penses that these children and their 
families face other than direct health 
care. One can well imagine that this 
would include such things as special 
education and training, lost wages or 
work limitations, or independent living 
needs. It is not very hard to imagine 
that. Under the Democratic leader’s 
amendment, the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs would establish, by regulation, 
three levels of disability, cor-
responding to the three tiers of pay-
ments intended to supplement other 
funds available to these children from 
either public or private sources. 

Again, CBO estimates that the com-
pensation and vocational costs of the 
amendment would be fully offset and 
would, in fact, result in a net savings 
of $4.2 million in 1997 and $525 million 
through 2002. 

So I conclude, Mr. President, that 
the question we will answer today is 
whether we will honor the commitment 
we have often stated to our men and 
women in uniform. I am sure somebody 
will stand up and take that one apart 
with all kinds of anger, rage, and what-
ever else. But that is what we have 
committed to do. That is the mission 
statement above the door at the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs office 
building. 

We are dealing with a new kind of 
precedent-setting entitlement, yes, be-
cause we have moved into a new era of 
warfare. I am sorry, but in the Persian 
Gulf, there are kids that are born with 
deformities. There is something called 
‘‘burning semen,’’ what some Persian 
Gulf veterans’ wives have called 
‘‘shooting fire,’’ which nobody wants to 
talk about; wherein the soldier, be it a 
male, who served up front in the Per-
sian Gulf war, when he is having sexual 
relations with his wife and some sperm 
maybe hits her in the leg, an enormous 
red welt develops. We have never had 
to talk about things like that before, 
but we do now because it is different 
now. 

Some of these kids from the Persian 
Gulf war are being born deformed. Have 
we done anything to really help them? 

No. Has the Defense Department ad-
mitted anything is wrong whatsoever? 
No, of course not, not since World War 
One have they ever done that. 

Now we are dealing with spina bifida, 
coming from the Vietnam war. Positive 
association was established, leaning to-
ward the child, toward the veteran was 
established, by law, in 1991. So we will 
have this question answered today. 
There are those who want to go by nor-
mal legislative procedure, which would 
not happen, and who are, for whatever 
reason, incredibly reluctant to help 
children in a situation in which money 
would be saved by so doing. 

Spina bifida is horrible. I repeat, it is 
horrible. My wife and I have four chil-
dren. None of them has that. I thank 
God that none of them do. I am over-
whelmed with caring. One man I met 
on the subway yesterday whose child 
has spina bifida talked to me about 
her. It has nothing to do with Vietnam, 
but he talked about just the problems 
of that. 

So I come very close to my ending 
here. In that 1991 law, Mr. President, 
we decided that the scientific test of 
our commitment would not be a 100 
percent, totally black or white, test of 
cause and effect. We decided that as a 
matter of law. It was not intended to 
be an absolute test of cause and effect. 
It was intentionally balanced in favor 
of our soldiers, which now includes 
their offspring, because the world and 
wars have changed. 

Those we have directed to make 
these decisions now tell us that there 
is evidence—albeit limited or sugges-
tive evidence—of the causal connection 
for spina bifida in children and the 
service of their parents in Vietnam. As 
I understand it, the evidence is consid-
ered close to a 50–50 proposition; that 
is, the causal connection is as likely as 
not. 

In such cases, I am totally com-
fortable with giving a strong presump-
tion in favor of the children of Amer-
ican service members, at least until 
such time as scientific evidence sug-
gests a more positive association—or a 
less positive one, a negligible one, or a 
nonassociation. 

This is not an area of absolutes. But 
if I am to err, Mr. President, as I often 
have and surely will in the future, I 
choose to err on the side of assuming a 
responsibility, of assuming a benefit of 
the doubt, of assuming the care of the 
children of the war. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will be very brief. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia for his very per-
sonal, very eloquent, and very powerful 
statement. The Senator from Wyo-
ming, the chairman on this committee, 
has been gracious enough to let me 
speak. 

Mr. President, I am proud and hon-
ored to be a cosponsor of this impor-

tant and historic amendment intro-
duced by the distinguished and able 
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE. 
This amendment would enable the VA 
to extend health care and other bene-
fits, including a monthly stipend, to 
Vietnam veterans’ children suffering 
from spina bifida, a serious, disabling 
neural tube birth defect that requires 
lifelong care. 

While I recognize that this amend-
ment is unprecedented in that it would 
authorize the VA for the first time to 
provide health care and related bene-
fits to children of veterans, there is no 
question in my mind that it is fully 
justified. The humane and courageous 
decision of the President and Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs Brown to request 
that spina bifida in the offspring of 
Vietnam veterans be considered serv-
ice-connected was based on a National 
Academy of Sciences [NAS] study re-
leased in March 1996 that found evi-
dence suggesting a link between vet-
erans’ exposure to agent orange and 
the occurrence of spina bifida in their 
children. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that NAS used the same scientific cri-
teria to conclude that there is a cred-
ible link between parental exposure to 
agent orange and the occurrence of 
spina bifida in their offspring as it had 
previously used in a 1993 NAS study 
that found a connection between vet-
erans’ exposure to agent orange and 
the incidence of respiratory cancers 
and multiple myeloma. Since Vietnam 
veterans suffering from these diseases 
already are receiving VA benefits based 
on the NAS findings and a subsequent 
determination that these conditions 
are presumptively service-connected, it 
is only fair that spina bifida-afflicted 
children of Vietnam veterans should 
also be provided with appropriate VA 
benefits. 

Moreover, I would like to underscore 
the fact that both the 1993 and 1996 
NAS studies were mandated by the 
Agent Orange Act of 1991, which passed 
the Senate 99 to 0. That act also stipu-
lated that reproductive disorders and 
birth defects must be accorded special 
attention to ascertain whether or not 
compensation is warranted. The 1996 
NAS report leaves little doubt about 
the wisdom of focusing on birth defects 
and that at least for the innocent and 
tragic victims of spina bifida there is 
little doubt that compensation is war-
ranted. 

Vietnam veterans have long been 
concerned that their military service 
jeopardized the health of their children 
and some of their worst fears now ap-
pear to have been confirmed. Some of 
the children of American soldiers ex-
posed to agent orange are now paying a 
terrible price. Moreover, the cost of 
caring for a child with spina bifida can 
devastate a family financially. There is 
no question that the Federal Govern-
ment has a moral responsibility to help 
veterans whose children suffer from 
spina bifida meet their children’s 
health care and other special needs. 
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These children are innocent victims of 
the Vietnam war. The least we can do 
is to provide them with the benefits 
they need and clearly deserve. 

Mr. President, again, I am very proud 
to be an original cosponsor of this 
amendment. I count as one of my bless-
ings all of the teaching that the Viet-
nam vets, and really the veterans com-
munity, have done in Minnesota. They 
have really been my teachers. I want to 
say that I have immersed myself in 
issues important to them. I have tried 
to do my very best. I am really proud 
of a lot of my work, in the main, not 
because of me, but because—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator that he 
might need to adjust his microphone. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. The microphone 
seems to be going on and off. Let me 
try this. Can the Chair hear me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

believe that this amendment is very 
important. Again, it comes from work 
with Vietnam vets and their families 
and others in the veterans community. 

I thank Secretary Brown for his hu-
mane recommendation that spina 
bifida in the offspring of Vietnam vets 
be considered service connected. I 
know it is based on the National Acad-
emy of Sciences study. 

Mr. President, if you think about it, 
these children really are innocent vic-
tims of the Vietnam war. If I had to 
err, I would rather err on this side. I do 
not believe this is a huge appropriation 
of resources. I believe this is the right 
thing for us to do. 

I think, at least to me—sometimes I 
do not feel like people in our country 
realize this—it has been amazing how 
many veterans and their families fall 
between the cracks and still do not get 
the kind of health care that they truly 
deserve. In this particular case there 
are just too many families who have 
this struggle, too many children of 
Vietnam vets, too many children, I say 
again, who are innocent victims of this 
war, too many children who need our 
help, and I think this amendment is a 
very important step in the direction of 
providing assistance to families, to 
Vietnam vets, and to the children of 
Vietnam vets. I believe that this help 
is long overdue. 

Mr. President, I have met too many 
Vietnam vets who have struggled— 
some of whom have died—because of 
exposure to agent orange. It is, I think, 
the least we can do to provide this as-
sistance to their children. 

Mr. President, I hope that our col-
leagues on both sides will give this 
amendment introduced by the minority 
leader very strong support. I know in 
very good faith my friend—I consider 
Senator SIMPSON really to be a friend, 
somebody for whom I have tremendous 
respect—is in disagreement. But from 
my own heart, I think it is the right 
thing to do. I think we can help chil-
dren. I think we can help families. I 
think it is part of our commitment to 
Vietnam vets. I think they deserve the 
assistance. 

I am very proud to be a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CAMPBELL). The Senator from Wyo-
ming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from Minnesota. I 
have worked with him on various 
issues having to do with Parkinson’s 
disease, mental health, and veterans’ 
issues. He is a member of the Senate 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee. I have 
come to very much appreciate the 
things he has debated, and to have a 
better understanding of him through-
out. I think respect for each other is 
what the Senate is about. We can have 
serious partisan differences. Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and I have more serious 
partisan differences than most two peo-
ple on the floor. But that need not 
interfere with our ability to legislate. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 
Mr. President, again I want to com-

mend Senator BOND for his work. He 
has done yeoman work on this issue. 
Senator DASCHLE, as I say, and I have 
been batting this one around longer 
than you would believe because Sen-
ator DASCHLE believes deeply that, 
whether we are going to find anything 
or not, we must keep looking for some-
thing with regard to a linkage of dioxin 
and disease. I wish it were that easy. It 
is not. 

In the beginning of my remarks I 
stated that if there was something 
there before to establish such a link, 
there would have been a lot of plain-
tiffs who would have never settled the 
case when they were having a great old 
time suing everybody that ever intro-
duced herbicides containing dioxin. 
You may be assured of that. Attorneys 
in the class action would have never 
turned around and gone backward if 
they had known there was any possible 
way to prove this tie because it would 
be jackpot day for trial attorneys on 
that one, and the jackpot day did not 
come. Such a link has not been proven, 
and the only group that has any credi-
bility in this about exposure is the 
Ranch Hand study. 

So no wonder the proponents of the 
amendment say ignore the Ranch Hand 
study when it does not support their 
cause. Those were the people who 
bathed in it, put it in the barrels, un-
loaded it, kicked it out of the aircraft, 
and there is no more serious difficulty 
with that cohort of people than with 
people who were nonveterans and not 
in Vietnam. I do not know how many 
times we have to say that. There have 
been no increase in birth defects in 
that group. 

Again, the Ranch Hand study is the 
people most exposed. But there is one 
thing, or two or three things that I 
would like to say in response to my 
friend from West Virginia. The Senator 
from West Virginia and the Senator 
from South Dakota keep saying to us 
in a litany, a mantra, that the NAS 
study shows that 50 percent of the 

studies show an association and 50 per-
cent of them do not show an associa-
tion. That is not so, my colleagues. All 
of the studies examined for the first re-
port of the Institute of Medicine in 1993 
were deemed not to have sufficient evi-
dence to show an association with 
birth defects. All of them for 1993. 
After 1993, one new study was put for-
ward by the NAS—the Ranch Hand 
study. Proponents have grasped the 
NAS classification of this study as hav-
ing limited/suggestive value as a proof 
of association. But that study, accord-
ing to its own principal investigator, 
who testified at a hearing in the House, 
shows no association whatsoever. 

The other disturbing thing to me is 
that we continue to hear the use of 
‘‘emotion, fear, guilt,’’ suggesting that 
somehow we don’t want to do some-
thing for these children. This is a hor-
rible disease. To me it is more than 
talk. I have been involved in fund-
raising for spina bifida. I have been out 
there raising money for this disease in 
tributes to others where I participated 
for fundraising activities long before 
this issue ever came before this body. I 
do not need anyone to check my cre-
dentials on how I care about these peo-
ple. It is a horrible disease. It is not 
even worth talking about in trying to 
say that somehow those who are op-
posed to this amendment are less car-
ing or are poised to do ugly things to 
the most fragile in our society. I am 
disgusted by that kind of argument. 
You can go ahead and continue to 
make it, and I will continue to be dis-
gusted by it. That type of outrage is 
the type of debate that is presented. 
We are not talking about a 15-percent 
tax cut. We are not talking about par-
tisanship. In my experience there are 
many partisans in this body, but the 
Senator from West Virginia is one of 
the best. I do it, too. But this does not 
have anything to do with who cares for 
children. It does not have anything to 
do with who values the kids. It does 
not have anything to do with who cares 
more. We all care just as much for our 
fellow human beings as anyone from 
West Virginia or Wyoming or New 
York. We are all here as caring individ-
uals. 

So the continuing use of ‘‘emotion, 
fear, guilt’’ is not attractive to this 
Senator. Every one of us knows the 
problems of spina bifida. Every single 
one of us should, or certainly will, 
after this debate. 

Let me tell you, ladies and gentle-
men, we do a lot for the people with 
spina bifida. Maybe the VA does not do 
anything for people with spina bifida, 
but the Government does. So how 
many duplicative programs are you 
going to have, or are you just going to 
have an appeal to emotion and then a 
press release about what you did for 
veterans? I am a veteran. I am very 
proud to be a veteran. Some of the 
most unbelievable arguments on the 
other side—I am not relating this to 
the Senator from West Virginia or the 
Senator from South Dakota—come 
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from the people who have not even 
been in the Civil Air Patrol. I must say 
I get a belly full of that one, too. 

Let us tell our colleagues what we do 
for people in this kind of horrible ex-
tremity. Anyone under 21 falls under 
the Early Periodic Screening and Diag-
nostic Testing Program, the EPSD 
Program of Medicare, for those in ex-
tremity, the horror stories, the wretch-
ed, the beat up, the people we hear 
talked about here as if only some of us 
cared about those people. Under Med-
icaid, this program provides for every-
thing that a medical professional 
deems necessary for treatment and re-
habilitation—everything. When the 
child reaches 21, then the State deter-
mines what will be covered above and 
beyond the Federal minimum stand-
ards. Those standards are inpatient, 
outpatient, nursing home, home health 
aid, drugs, x rays, medical doctors, 
nurse practitioner visits, and dental. 
All of that is provided to people who 
are in need as a result of the disease, 
the horrible disease of spina bifida. 
Therefore, this amendment is redun-
dant, but that fact is never mentioned. 

And then there is a final point which 
nobody seems to pick up, but I have to 
keep throwing it out. The Shriners— 
the Ancient Order of Nobles of the 
Mystic Shrine—is a Masonic organiza-
tion, and even though these organiza-
tions are sometimes held in some dif-
ferent lights than they were 50 years 
ago, let me tell you what the Shriners 
do, ladies and gentlemen. They have a 
string of hospitals that are solely for 
crippled children. And do you know 
what? They will provide free care for 
every single child with spina bifida in 
the United States, period. No Govern-
ment bucks. No grants. No nothing. 
This is their job, to provide this care 
for people who cannot afford to do any-
thing and to do it free of charge, no 
questions asked. And they want me to 
express that to my colleagues one more 
time. That point apparently has not 
been heard in this debate, and is often 
shuffled to the bottom. 

There are people who do things in 
America because they love other peo-
ple and not because they love them 
more. Because we all are that way. We 
are a compassionate nation. I do not 
know anybody in this body, Democrat 
or Republican, who sits around at 
night figuring out how to do less for 
children, do less for seniors, do less for 
the disenfranchised or the powerless or 
the minorities in our country. I do not 
know anybody. That is ugly, ugly stuff 
that does not fit. It does not fit. 

Now, there was a comment earlier 
that if we are upset about the agent or-
ange legislation, we should repeal it. 
No way. I would not repeal it. It gave 
the NAS some excellent direction. I 
voted for it. Unfortunately, in this case 
it did not fulfill its promise. Unfortu-
nately emotion and fear and guilt over-
whelmed sound medicine and science 
one more time. 

There was comment that there had 
been no interest in Persian Gulf inju-

ries and on activities relating to that 
war. That is not so. That is in total 
error. With me as chairman of the com-
mittee and Senator ROCKEFELLER as 
ranking member, we have not maybe 
legislated on the things that he would 
have legislated if he were chairman, 
but that is called seniority and it is 
called who is in charge. If that changes 
next time, I am certain that I will not 
be present for the activity, but if my 
friend from West Virginia is chairman 
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, he 
will have a whole new agenda and a 
busy one at that. But I can tell you the 
Congress has legislated—oh, we have, 
indeed—with the Persian Gulf. We have 
enacted benefits upon benefits. We 
have enacted health care. We have en-
acted research and all of those pro-
grams are now on the books, ongoing, 
and you cannot say that this Congress 
or this chairman has not been vitally 
involved in the process. We have done 
what we had to do. 

Now, we have another little item 
which has come to the attention of all 
of us, I hope, a letter dated August 29 
received September 3 with the yearly 
progress report of the ongoing Ranch- 
Hand study. It went to the committee, 
but I think it should be in your hands 
and we will see that it is in the hands 
of the Members before the vote. You 
want to look at it if you can cut 
through the emotion, the fear and the 
stuff that goes with this issue. As I say, 
I have been here 18 years, and it is 
tough enough when you mention the 
word ‘‘veteran,’’ but when you mention 
the word ‘‘veteran’’ and ‘‘innocent dis-
abled children,’’ then the engines are 
fully cranked. But there is not any way 
to pay for this one if we have to go 
back to reconciliation and redo our 
work. And I want every single sponsor 
of this amendment to tell me where we 
should get the money if we lose the 
money that we had in here for rec-
onciliation because of the use of the 
Gardner decision here. I really want to 
hear that. Maybe you could give me 
book, page, and hymn number as to 
where you are going to get the scratch 
to do this and pay for 214 million bucks 
over 6 years. 

But let us get back to the real issue 
raised by the legislation that I voted 
for and very proudly too. That legisla-
tion was filled with language that 
talked about: 

Sound medical and scientific evidence. . . . 
Scientific evidence and reasoning. . . . Sta-
tistical association. . . . Strength of the evi-
dence. . . . The increased risk of the disease. 
. . . The plausible biological mechanisms. 
. . . The causal relationships. 

This is the language of the bill. 
All other sound medical and scientific in-

formation. . . . Statistically significant. . . . 
Capable of replication. . . . Withstand peer 
review. 

They did not do any of that here. 
None of it. None of it. I think that 
there may have been simply a profes-
sional lapse by NAS in a very com-
plicated task which they clearly took 
very seriously, and I do not denigrate 

that in any way. But I can tell you 
what the law says. I can read that very 
clearly. 

But in the Ranch-Hand study update 
that we just received, and which will be 
on your desks, listen to this sentence: 

The data provides little or no support for 
the theory that paternal exposure to Agent 
Orange and its dioxin containment is associ-
ated with adverse reproductive outcomes. 

That is in pretty good English. What 
it really means is they did not find a 
thing in the Ranch Hand study, not a 
thing that would cause an adverse re-
productive outcome. Those are the 
Ranch-Hand persons. They keep say-
ing, look at the Ranch-Hand study be-
cause the Ranch-Hand study was the 
guys that took the real hits. But the 
Ranch Hand study found there is no 
real difference of any statistical order. 

Then remember what we have done 
for these veterans who think that 
dioxin may have been the cause of 
their diseases. We have provided serv-
ice upon service upon service to them. 
When I came here, we were providing 
$20 billion for veterans and today it is 
$40 billion, and there are 3 million 
fewer veterans. To have somebody say 
to me that we do not provide for our 
veterans is just not so. So I hope that 
you will look at your report from the 
Ranch-Hand study. I think it would be 
important. 

And let me just say that I have set a 
hearing for this, and the reason I set a 
hearing is because a bill came in. And 
I guess the reason the bill came in is 
because of frustration. But you cannot 
have a hearing based on frustration. 
The bill came in July 29. Then we left 
here. So I set a hearing for September 
18 and was ready to go ahead with it 
but the ranking member told me he 
cannot be here then. My friend from 
West Virginia could not be here for 
that date. So I said we’ll set another 
date. 

So to say that I am not receptive and 
helpful and cooperative is just not so. 

We have had the normal legislative 
process. It is called a bill is ‘‘consid-
ered.’’ We could get that chart that 
they hand out to the school kids. You 
put in a bill and it is referred to a com-
mittee. Then you have hearings. How-
ever, we have had nothing on this 
measure—nothing. I will have that 
hearing and it will be done at a time 
mutually convenient with my friend 
from West Virginia. To think the state-
ment is made we are not interested in 
taking up the issue and that we have 
ignored, or not paid proper attention to 
the Persian Gulf veterans—it is not so. 
And that we have no interest in chil-
dren—boy, that one has to go some-
where else for some other debate. 

So, we will have the hearing. Hope-
fully, it will match the time of my col-
league, my good friend from West Vir-
ginia. I tried to accommodate him. If I 
cannot, I am going to have the hearing 
anyway. In fact, there came a time a 
few months ago where he had a hear-
ing. He just called it. So I showed up. 
I thought that would be interesting, 
that I might join in the fun. 
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So those are things that happen when 

you have the type of activity where 
you have a breakdown in staff, which 
happens here often—jealousies, petti-
ness, all the things which go with the 
human condition here as well as out in 
the local community. We do not do 
things any differently here than you do 
in your hometown. I have often said, 
people who are looking to us for perfec-
tion are often people who do not have 
any perfection in their own lives, so 
they try to say, ‘‘You do it. Mine is a 
mess, so we expect perfection out of 
you.’’ They will never get perfection 
out of here, and that is the joy of legis-
lating and that is why the country 
works. 

I am willing to give children the ben-
efit of the doubt. Who is not? I am will-
ing to give veterans the benefit of the 
doubt. Who is not? Who has not? For 
Heaven’s sake, yes, Congress is poorly 
suited to evaluate what is good science. 
But scientists are not, and that is why 
we should leave it with them. With 
only a few exceptions, this is surely an 
extraordinary venture for us, to open a 
new entitlement program at a time 
when everybody in this country knows 
that the entitlements are simply suck-
ing us away. When you provide this 
kind of thing for people, like you do 
with any other entitlement, it is auto-
matic. And it has to be paid. If you do 
not pay it, you get sued by the recipi-
ent. 

So we do nothing about entitlements, 
and there will be nothing done between 
now and November 5, in this country, 
by any of us here or by either Presi-
dential candidate that will have a sin-
gle thing to do with the one thing that 
is just draining the core out of Amer-
ica, and that is Medicare, Medicaid, So-
cial Security, Federal retirement, and 
interest on the national debt. And the 
saddest irony is those who talk all day 
long about the kids and the veterans 
and all the rest will find, in the year 
2012, according to the bipartisan com-
mittee report of Senator KERREY and 
Senator Danforth, there will be noth-
ing left for transportation, education, 
defense or any other thing—WIC, WIN, 
Head Start or any other thing you 
want or really lust for or must have, 
because all the resources will have 
been used by those five items I just de-
scribed: Medicare, Medicaid, Social Se-
curity, Federal retirement, interest on 
the national debt. That is your legacy. 

Then what will we do with the poor? 
The kids? The veterans? You tell me. 
Because we cannot even stop the 
COLA. We cannot even cut down a 
cost-of-living-allowance for a senior 
citizen who lives in Sun City with a 
cabin in the mountains and a couple of 
homes and a couple of cars. We cannot 
even get the COLA reduced for those 
people. We cannot even ‘‘affluence test″ 
them, because it is a violation of Amer-
ica. 

I will be waiting for that debate. I 
shall report on it from the banks of the 
Ishawooa Creek, and the Bobcat Ranch, 
southwest of Cody, WY—when I finish 

alerting the young people as to what is 
going to happen to them, that is. 

That is why I wear this tie. This is 
for young people. A young man came 
up the other day. He was 18. He had his 
hat on backward, kind of a mouth- 
breathing exercise. He said, ‘‘What is 
going to happen to us? Who speaks for 
us?’’ 

‘‘Well,’’ I said, ‘‘why don’t you speak 
for yourselves? We gave you the right 
to vote and only 15 percent of you use 
it. Don’t come whimpering around to 
me.’’ He said, ‘‘OK.’’ So then he put his 
cap on correctly and went, breathing 
the vapors, in the other direction. That 
is why I wear this tie. Because I tell 
people between 18 and 40, this tie, with 
chickens on it, if they do not get off 
their fannies and do something about 
it, they will be picking grit with the 
chickens when they are 65. 

We will see how that works. I intend 
to get involved with groups, young, 
third millennium, and others, because 
if you really, really care about the poor 
and the disenfranchised and the seniors 
and the veterans, then get off your 
fanny and do something with the issues 
that are eating our lunch instead of 
just tapping around the edges, fearful 
of what may happen if you act. 

Well, as I say, it is very difficult to 
enter a debate like this because there 
are some words that lead to immediate 
emotion and the voting of taxpayer 
money without any further thought 
when they are uttered within this 
Chamber. Those words include ‘‘vet-
erans,’’ and ‘‘innocent disabled chil-
dren.’’ Now there is a way to combine 
them in one amendment. If this amend-
ment is to be decided on the basis of 
the emotions evoked by these words, 
we can cease right here and save the 
Senate’s time. And it is too bad there 
is not a time agreement on this amend-
ment. My remarks, I told them, would 
be about 30 minutes, because I have a 
hunch there will be a lot of people who 
will come in here. Maybe not. But, if 
the Senate is actually willing to look 
at this issue closely and honestly, and 
with absolute facts, then there are 
issues that must be raised. 

First of all is the fact that this 
amendment, to an appropriations bill, 
mind you, would create a brandnew 
program with brandnew benefits for a 
new population of previously unserved 
beneficiaries. Whatever the merits of 
the proposal, it is clearly an attempt 
to enact authorizing legislation on an 
appropriations bill and is, therefore, 
out of order. I think that will be pre-
sented by my friend from Missouri. I 
will not be so bold as to suggest this 
amendment would be the first time the 
Senate has approved authorizing legis-
lation on an appropriations bill, but we 
should ask ourselves if this is the prop-
er legislative process for creating new 
entitlements. 

If it is, then, I earnestly suggest the 
Senate would consider eliminating the 
authorizing committees altogether. We 
would save the taxpayers the cost of 
funding committee operations and save 

our colleagues the time and effort that 
we know takes place as we do our 
work, in what is oftentimes a tedious 
process. 

I can understand how, in some cases, 
a Senator might want to circumvent 
the committee process, bring an 
amendment directly to the floor of the 
Senate. He might do so in absolute 
frustration. I understand that one. 
That is, if an authorizing committee 
bottled up an important measure, 
never giving it a hearing, never giving 
proponents a chance to make their 
case. But, if this proposal has never 
seen the light of day, if it has never 
been debated, if Senators with an inter-
est in the issue have never had a 
chance to even listen to or participate 
in a discussion on the merits of the 
proposal, the fault cannot be with the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. The 
bill was introduced July 29. As I say, 
within days of introduction we recessed 
to allow the Presidential nominating 
conventions to take place. Now, having 
returned with bags hardly unpacked, 
we find before us an amendment cre-
ating a huge precedent-setting new en-
titlement. If this proposal has never 
seen the light of day, it is not because 
it has been forgotten in some commit-
tee’s ‘‘hold’’ box. This amendment has 
not seen the legislative light of day be-
cause not enough time has elapsed for 
the legislative sun to even rise. 

This amendment creates a new enti-
tlement and the constraints of the 
Budget Act apply. I note the amend-
ment’s budget neutrality is obtained 
by reversing the Supreme Court’s 
Gardner decision. I mentioned that be-
fore. That may seem like esoterica of 
the first order to you, but, without 
going into detail, that decision ex-
panded an existing veterans’ benefit in 
a way that was never intended by the 
Congress. 

But I also note the fiscal year 1997 
budget resolution, which is still in ef-
fect, includes savings from the reversal 
in Gardner and the assumptions behind 
the reconciliation instructions for the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. That 
is what it is. The savings from revers-
ing Gardner are the foundation of the 
veterans committee bill that we will 
report out, if we are called upon to 
achieve $5.271 billion in 6 years savings 
needed to comply with the budget reso-
lution. 

If those savings are used instead to 
pay for this bill, they will not be avail-
able to the committee. That means we 
would have to do something else to re-
duce veterans’ benefits. 

The amendment’s use of Gardner sav-
ings is not an offset, I say to my col-
leagues. It merely shifts the responsi-
bility of finding an offset off the back 
of the amendment and into the lap of 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. Pe-
riod. 

Costs of the amendment will not be 
borne by some abstract bookkeeping 
account. The costs will be borne by yet 
unidentified beneficiaries of whatever 
program the Veterans’ Committee is 
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forced to attack to compensate for this 
amendment’s use of Gardner’s appeal. 

All the groups are not for this 
amendment. I have heard nothing from 
the DAV, the Disabled American Vet-
erans. You would think you would hear 
from them. You know what they are 
thinking: This is going to take money 
away from disabled veterans to give to 
dependents of veterans. We have never 
done that with this kind of an entitle-
ment, ever. They know that. 

So do the Paralyzed Veterans of 
America. You have not seen anything 
from them. They do not dare speak 
out, but they are not aboard here in 
the letters of support, because they 
know there will be one population that 
will really be hammered in this proc-
ess, and that is those who are disabled; 
veterans who are disabled, not the chil-
dren of veterans who are disabled. 

This amendment is rooted in a study 
did not prove anything and whose sig-
nificance is reduced by confusion and 
bias and confounding. 

This amendment is wholly pre-
mature. Yes, the administration has 
proposed legislation on this subject. 
That was received July 25 when it was 
slipped under the Veterans’ Committee 
door. So, there was not much oppor-
tunity to look at this one. 

I think we should have more than 4 
or 5 legislative days in the light of day 
before reaching the Senate floor. But 
the objections to this amendment are 
not limited to procedural questions of 
jurisdiction and process. 

I also believe the amendment is fun-
damentally flawed on the merits. Sure, 
there are a lot of unresolved questions 
to be resolved in a calm and reflective 
manner before the Senate goes forward 
with such an expensive and expansive 
program, but the amendment hangs or 
predicates itself on several assump-
tions. 

First is that exposure to herbicide 
causes spina bifida, a serious defect in 
the exposed father’s children. 

Second, that Vietnam veterans were, 
in fact, exposed, and every single link 
in that chain of reasoning is subject to 
dispute. This is the kind of thing that 
is best resolved through the complete 
legislative process: introduce the bill, 
solicit evidence, comments, hold hear-
ings, seek review of experts and inter-
ested parties on both sides, hold a 
markup, consider amendments, and 
then bring the bill to the floor. 

This amendment has short circuited 
that process. That is what we do here, 
and as a legislator who has been doing 
this stuff for 30 years, who appreciates 
beautifully the wisdom of the legisla-
tive process, I am greatly saddened by 
that. In 30 years, I have never been an 
administrator, never wanted to be 
President, never wanted to do anything 
but legislate. If you are doing it right, 
it is very dry work. It is not about 
emotion, it is not about press releases; 
it is about hard work. But I can’t 
change that. 

We will have to compress the entire 
legislative process into a few minutes, 

so here it is. Here we go. It will not 
take long. 

Does a father’s exposure to herbicides 
cause spina bifida in his children? 
There is very little evidence to support 
that assertion even though, as a result 
of all the furor over the years sur-
rounding agent orange, the book-
shelves have literally groaned under 
the weight of studies of the health ef-
fects of herbicides, but few, if any, of 
those studies have ever pointed to 
spina bifida. 

Were Vietnam veterans generally ex-
posed to a material amount of agent 
orange? Whatever evidence, or lack of 
evidence, for association between expo-
sure and disease, the only actual em-
pirical evidence of exposure that is 
available to us does not support the 
theory that Vietnam veterans were 
generally exposed to agent orange. 

Look at these charts—two of them— 
which depict measured blood dioxin 
levels found in two population samples. 
This upper chart shows a level found in 
a sample of 646 Vietnam veterans. The 
lower chart shows the levels found in a 
control group of 97 veterans who did 
not serve in Vietnam. 

In each case, the vertical scale is the 
percentage of the sample population; 
the horizontal scale is the specific 
dioxin, TCDD, measured in parts per 
trillion, ppt. 

In both groups, veterans who served 
in Vietnam and veterans who did not 
serve in Vietnam, the percentage of 
subjects begins to rise at a measured 
dioxin level of 2 ppt, peaks at about 3 
and tails off into scattered individ-
uals—that is what these symbols are, 
individuals, not groups—at about 10 
parts per trillion. 

By the way, these levels are con-
sistent with measured blood dioxin lev-
els for the general American popu-
lation, which are in the same range of 
0 to 20 parts per trillion. 

So there it is. ‘‘ND’’ means non-
detectable. Then you see this rise, then 
down, and after that, there is no effect 
at all up into 20 parts per trillion— 
nothing. This is the veteran population 
who were in Vietnam, and this is non- 
Vietnam veterans, and the charts are 
exactly the same—exactly the same. 
That is the kind of data you never con-
sider when you are just using emotion. 
Those are studies from the CDC. 

In short, based upon those samples, 
Vietnam and non-Vietnam veterans 
cannot be distinguished from each 
other on the basis of the measured 
dioxin levels in their blood, and neither 
group can be distinguished from the 
American population. 

So the only evidence available to us, 
based on measured blood levels of 
dioxin in veterans, is not consistent 
with the hypothesis that service in 
Vietnam exposed most veterans to ma-
terial amounts of agent orange. 

Yes, I know, that is difficult. I am 
sure someone will be coming here to 
get in the fray, and I will be waiting 
for that. 

Let me show you a second chart 
showing measured dioxin levels in sev-

eral different populations. This chart 
depicts blood dioxin levels of numerous 
populations and compares the level 
found in Vietnam veterans, presumed 
to be exposed, with the levels found in 
populations known—known—to have 
been exposed. 

So let’s look at that. We are not 
guessing here. We are going to talk 
about populations known to be ex-
posed. The horizontal scale is blood 
dioxin levels in parts per trillion. The 
top group depicts the measured blood 
dioxin levels for Vietnam ground 
troops with high, low, and medium op-
portunities for exposure, as well as the 
measured level of the control group 
known not to have been exposed. 

All these groups have identical, and 
low, levels of blood dioxin. That finding 
is consistent with the hypothesis that 
Vietnam veterans do not have material 
exposure to agent orange. The level for 
the control group and the exposed 
group are the same. Let’s go to the 
next little chart. We find a group of 
bars down there depicting the meas-
ured dioxin levels in a control group 
and in four categories of the Ranch 
Handers. Now Ranch Handers, a cohort 
of about 2,700 people, if I recall, 2,300, 
are the Air Force personnel who did 
the actual agent orange spraying. 

Of course, that would be the group we 
used in our studies. And why not? We 
knew what they were doing. I point out 
that you should know what they were 
doing. They were mixing it, loading it, 
labeling it, spraying it, kicking it out 
of the helicopters with an open lid, and 
cleaning it up. That is who they are. 

For the control group and the Ranch 
Hand officers the measured blood 
dioxin levels are rather low. And their 
level is about equal to the level found 
in the ground troops. But the levels for 
the enlisted Ranch Hand personnel are 
elevated, a finding which you would ex-
pect for people who actually mixed, 
loaded, sprayed and cleaned up the 
agent orange. 

A little lower on the chart we find 
the third grouping of measured blood 
dioxin levels. These are levels meas-
ured in workers with known occupa-
tional exposures to dioxin. They are 
measurements for a group of German 
industrial workers and New Zealand 
agricultural sprayers. Then there are 
the levels found in the most exposed 
quintile, as the phrase is used in 
graphs, of an occupational study con-
ducted by the U.S. National Institute 
of Occupational Safety and Health. 
That study broke its subjects down 
into five quintiles with progressively 
greater opportunity for exposure. 

The measured blood dioxin level in-
creases proportionately with exposure, 
as one would expect. Except for the 
lowest exposure NIOSH group, that is 
the National Institute of Occupational 
Safety and Health subjects, all occupa-
tionally exposed groups have measured 
blood dioxin levels higher than both 
Ranch Handers and Vietnam veterans. 
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Then finally—and you have heard 

mention of this extraordinary dis-
aster—the bottom bar shows the meas-
ured blood dioxin levels for residents of 
Seveso, Italy, a town heavily exposed 
to dioxin as a result of a horrible acci-
dent where they were exposed to dioxin 
as a result of an industrial accident. 

The chart shows that the blood levels 
for Seveso residents who developed 
chloracne, which is a known effect of 
dioxin—no one argues that—are higher 
than the blood levels of those who did 
not. And we would certainly expect 
that. I ask my colleagues to note that 
the scale of this chart is exponential 
above 100 parts per trillion—off the 
chart, if you will. And the chart docu-
ments the fact that Seveso residents 
have measured dioxin blood levels 
which are thousands of times higher 
than that found in any Vietnam vet-
erans, Ranch Handers or non-Ranch- 
Handers. 

And this is the reason for the chart. 
All of the followup studies of the indi-
viduals whose blood serum dioxin level 
are documented on the chart do not re-
port any increased rates of spina bifida 
in the children of these heavily exposed 
individuals. Remember that these are 
people, individuals with documented 
heavy exposure to dioxin. In the case of 
the Seveso residents with chloracne, 
the measured blood dioxin levels are 
over 10,000 times greater than that for 
Vietnam veterans. 

If spina bifida were associated with 
exposure, we would find increased rates 
of spina bifida in these populations. 
And there is none. And the greatest in-
creases would be in the population with 
the highest measured blood dioxin lev-
els. And there are none. 

In fact, the only group with any in-
crease in the rate for spina bifida is in 
the Ranch Hand group. And as we will 
see, the principal investigator of the 
Ranch Hand study has testified before 
this Congress that limitations in that 
study mean that this finding should 
not be used to draw conclusions about 
birth defects. That is what the prin-
cipal investigator said. That testimony 
I will be glad to present to my col-
leagues. 

The documented higher dioxin levels 
for enlisted Ranch Handers—compared 
to other Vietnam veterans—also means 
that even if someday there were to be 
a valid study showing adverse effects in 
these Ranch Handers, those conclu-
sions may not be applicable to the 
Vietnam population as a whole. 

This would be especially true if the 
proposed application of such a study 
would be to support the creation of a 
new entitlement applicable to all Viet-
nam veterans. I noted earlier, the 
Ranch Hand study is not such a study 
according to its principal investigator. 

So both of those charts are based on 
actual measurements. Both are taken 
from the 1996 update of the Institute of 
Medicine, the IOM, agent orange re-
port. I will be glad to share this with 
anyone who may wish to have it. This 
update is the foundation for both Sec-

retary Brown’s prostate cancer deci-
sion and Senator DASCHLE’s spina 
bifida amendment. And where did they 
come from? They originated with the 
CDC and they came from the IOM, the 
Institute of Medicine. This is the same 
report that has been relied upon by the 
very capable minority leader. We are 
using this same thing. 

In enacting the old Public Law 102–4, 
which I was involved in, the Congress 
enacted a three-part standard for de-
termining if there was an ‘‘associa-
tion.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that portion of the statute be 
printed in the RECORD. I have pre-
viously spoken about it. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(d) SCIENTIFIC DETERMINATIONS CONCERNING 
DISEASE.—(1) For each disease reviewed, the 
Academy shall determine (to the extent that 
available scientific data permit meaningful 
determinations)— 

(A) whether a statistical association with 
herbicide exposure exists, taking into ac-
count the strength of the scientific evidence 
and the appropriateness of the statistical 
and epidemiological methods used to detect 
the association; 

(B) the increased risk of the disease among 
those exposed to herbicides during service in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the Vietnam 
era; and 

(C) whether there exists a plausible bio-
logical mechanism or other evidence of a 
causal relationship between herbicide expo-
sure and the disease. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The statute talked 
about statistical association, increased 
risk and casual relationship. So that is 
where we are. The IOM, the Institute of 
Medicine, said there is ‘‘limited sugges-
tive evidence’’ of an association be-
tween exposure of a father and spina 
bifida. That is largely based on the Air 
Force Ranch Hand study. The study 
found that three Ranch Hand children 
were born with spina bifida. 

Do not stop there. The same study 
also found that the total rate for birth 
defects in Ranch Handers is com-
parable to that of the control group. 
How is that possible? Well, it is quite 
logical, because when statisticians 
break aggregate or average data down 
into its component parts, individual 
values start to spread out away from 
the norm. So it is with the Ranch Hand 
children. 

For example, while the Ranch Hand 
spina bifida value is high, the Ranch 
Hand cleft palate value is low—zero in 
fact. The low value for cleft palate does 
not mean that agent orange prevents 
cleft palate any more than the high 
value for spina bifida means that agent 
orange causes that birth defect or even 
there is an association between the 
two. 

I remember an old phrase that said, 
‘‘If you torture data long enough with 
statistics, they will eventually con-
fess.’’ And that is what has happened 
here. If you torture data long enough 
with statistics, eventually it will con-
fess. 

One other thing with a thought ex-
periment. I think I will shorten my re-

marks in the interest of moving on 
through this day. But we could go on 
and make all sorts of comparisons 
about the health of the House Members 
and the Senate Members and whether 
they have this or have that. We could 
all find that they have more kidney 
disease, more heart disease in one body 
or another, and you could play with 
that stuff all day and all night. You are 
going to find those differences. But we 
are trying to use sound medical and 
scientific evidence because that is 
what the law says. 

There is a name for this scientific sin 
of combing raw data until you find 
data skewed in the direction you want 
to go and then formulating a hypoth-
esis on that finding. That is called 
‘‘data mining.’’ And using the Ranch 
Hand study as the basis for forming a 
conclusion, rather than using the find-
ings as the basis for forming a hypoth-
esis for testing, is to commit the sin of 
data mining. 

I think you want to remember that 
the principal investigator for this 
study, Dr. Joel Michalek, testified be-
fore a House committee that his find-
ings did not support the conclusion 
that there is a linkage between spina 
bifida and agent orange. That is it. 
That is the only evidence we have. We 
are ignoring that? 

The academic reviewers for the jour-
nal Epidemiology drew no attention to, 
or conclusions from, the birth defect 
findings when they published the 
Ranch Hand study. 

The IOM said this, ‘‘any positive con-
clusion is vulnerable to chance, bias 
and confounding.’’ And so all I can do 
is present my colleagues with the facts. 
Others can come to present the emo-
tion. And they will be here. And I will 
continue to try to present the facts. 
There is not one of us here—and cer-
tainly not this Senator—that does not 
care about people who have spina bifida 
or care about Admiral Zumwalt’s son, 
a tragic thing. And that dear and re-
markable American feels that agent 
orange is the destruction of that fine 
young man. And that may well be. No 
one—no one—cares less for those peo-
ple. I hope we can keep that out of de-
bate. When we come to the debate, 
bring facts. Everyone is entitled to 
their own opinion, but nobody is enti-
tled to their own facts. 

There have been thousands of studies 
of veterans, farmers, agriculture work-
ers, and industrial workers who either 
were or are presumed to have been ex-
posed to herbicides or their component 
chemicals, and all of those studies— 
every single one of them —provide lit-
tle support for the theory that Agent 
Orange causes spina bifida. Dioxin does 
cause chloracne, and that is why we 
have made it a presumptive disease. It 
may cause other things, and that is 
why we made other diseases presump-
tive diseases. 

But the use of the Ranch Hand study 
to support making birth defects pre-
sumptive, as is being done today, is to 
use the study for a purpose disavowed 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:28 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S05SE6.REC S05SE6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9893 September 5, 1996 
by its principal investigator. That has 
to be at least heavy in your consider-
ation. 

With that, I see my colleagues have 
fled or have absented themselves from 
the Chamber, so I probably should fill 
the void, but I think the word should 
go out we are certainly ready to pro-
ceed with the debate or yield back 
time. I am ready to do that, but I do 
not wish to cut off anyone in the de-
bate, either the minority or the major-
ity side. So rather than have a quorum 
call, I shall proceed. However, let the 
word go out through the network that 
if anyone wishes to debate this issue 
further they should present them-
selves. If not, we can conclude the de-
bate and go to the procedural motion 
that will be made by the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Again, I want to reiterate that we 
really do some good things for people 
who have this disease. I have cited 
that. But I think one of the most 
unique is the private sector, the re-
markable group known as the Shriners, 
those fellows you see in the parade 
with the fez—older now, but just as 
caring and loving of their fellow man 
and woman, and especially children. 
They provide care for any child in this 
Nation with spina bifida, and especially 
if you cannot afford to pay. In fact, 
that is really the requirement. They 
will treat that child only if the parents 
can afford to pay nothing. There is 
never any reimbursement. Those re-
markable people support those hos-
pitals, and you do, too. I want that 
clearly said. 

We are always talking about, what 
can the private sector do? How can 
they begin to take the burden off Medi-
care and Medicaid? This is one way. We 
put a redundant program together just 
so we can not say that the VA has not 
done anything for these victims. Even 
though others are serving them, we 
still want the VA to do it. That is how 
we get to a $6 trillion debt within the 
next few years—a $5.2 trillion debt— 
even if we balance the budget. Under 
all these horrible proposals described 
by some of my brethren, the budget 
will be balanced in the year 2002, but 
the debt will be $6.2 trillion. 

Half the American people believe 
that we all got together and balanced 
the budget, and that may be so. That 
would mean the deficit will be gone; 
whether it is $160 billion or $200 billion, 
just pick your figure. But, Members, 
the debt of the United States will have 
marched on like ‘‘Old Man River.’’ 
That is why everybody is asleep. The 
debt, after balancing the budget in the 
year 2002, the debt will then have gone 
to 6.2 trillion bucks. Why is that? Is 
that the ghost of Ronald Reagan doing 
that? Is that Clinton doing that? No. 
Right here. This is where we do it— 
Democrats and Republicans do it. We 
do it to get reelected. 

You just saddle this new group of 
human beings with a burden that they 
can never, never tolerate and do it for 
the best reasons—the children, the vet-

erans, the seniors. No affluence testing, 
no measurement of what you put in 
and what you get out, no measurement 
of your net worth. That game is going 
to end—not in my time, but it will 
end—because there is no way it can be 
sustained. 

It is as if we are talking about mess-
ing with the deck chairs on the Titanic, 
which has been partially lifted and 
then returned to the depth, which is 
about where we are with the debt. 
There is no way to arrange these deck 
chairs unless you do something with 
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, 
Federal retirement and the national 
debt interest, period. 

So maybe we can hear less about 
those who care less—if I hear that 
again, I will be wanting to toddle right 
over here from my office—or that 
somehow one party cares more than 
another about human beings. That is 
pure balderdash. It is ugly. It is crude. 
It does not fit, because I do not know 
anybody in the Democratic Party or 
the Republican Party that is interested 
in doing a number on anyone of the 
lesser of society. We are interested in 
trying to do something to see that 
there is something left for those people 
in 10 or 20 years. If that is cruel, I am 
proud to join that pack, because I 
think that is the greatest abrogation of 
responsibility for our generation, to 
just leave a tattered pile of IOU’s for a 
bunch of young people who apparently 
are not paying attention or who know 
that there will not be anything in the 
till for them anyway. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I join my 
distinguished colleague from South Da-
kota, Senator DASCHLE, today as a co-
sponsor of the Agent Orange Benefits 
Act Amendment of 1996. I find myself 
year after year after year giving voice 
to those Vietnam veterans who still 
are suffering as a result of their service 
in Vietnam. Thirty years ago agent or-
ange was sprayed in Vietnam—30 years 
ago—and we are still debating the bias 
of each individual analyzing the evi-
dence of its health impact on the vet-
erans and their children. The families 
who suffer deserve our cooperation. It 
is time to stop debating and move for-
ward. 

This amendment does just that. It 
takes another crucial step forward in 
repaying our debt to those who have 
served their country. In some cases, 
that is a dear debt, indeed. 

The legacy of Vietnam has cast its 
dark shadow on many aspects of our 
daily lives, changed the way many of 
us think and view war. Today we seek 
to address the shadow that has been 

cast over some children of Vietnam 
veterans. 

Mr. President, the amendment we are 
proposing today would extend health 
care and related benefits to children of 
Vietnam veterans who suffer from 
spina bifida, a serious neural tube birth 
defect that requires life-long care—pro-
vided, of course, the children were con-
ceived after the veterans began their 
service in Vietnam. These children 
have become the next innocent vic-
tims, victims in a long line, who are 
suffering from the effect of agent or-
ange. 

Senator DASCHLE, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER, I and many others have 
worked for the past decade to try to 
bring to a fair and just resolution the 
questions surrounding agent orange 
and the effects it has had on the men 
and women who faithfully served this 
country. In 1991, we coauthored the 
agent orange Act of 1991 which required 
the Institute of Medicine—part of the 
National Academy of Sciences—to con-
duct a scientific review of all evidence 
pertaining to the connection between 
exposure to agent orange and other 
herbicides used in Vietnam and subse-
quent occurrence of health-related con-
ditions. As a result of this law, a report 
was issued by the National Academy of 
Sciences in March 1993 and it was to be 
followed by biennial updates for the 
next 10 years. 

The first report published by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences in 1993 cre-
ated four categories to classify the 
level of association between certain 
health conditions and exposure to 
agent orange. Category I contains con-
ditions for which there is sufficient 
evidence of an association. Category II 
contains conditions for which there is 
limited or suggestive evidence of an as-
sociation. After 1993, the VA provided 
compensation for all conditions con-
tained in categories I and II. Condi-
tions for which there is inadequate or 
insufficient evidence to determine 
whether an association exists were 
placed in category III and compensa-
tion was not provided for them. 

When the latest of the NAS biennial 
updates was issued in March of this 
year, it cited new evidence supporting 
the link between exposure to agent or-
ange and the occurrence of spina bifida 
in children of veterans who served in 
Vietnam. The NAS panel moved ‘‘spina 
bifida in offspring’’ from category III 
into category II, based on the results of 
three epidemiological studies which 
suggest that a father’s exposure to her-
bicides may put his children at a great-
er risk of being born with spina bifida. 
The Ranch Hand Study, which exam-
ined a group of veterans who were di-
rectly involved with spraying 19 mil-
lion gallons of chemical defoliant in 
Vietnam during the war, was the larg-
est of these studies. Over the past 2 
years the results of the Ranch Hand 
study have been reanalyzed by the U.S. 
Air Force, and this new analysis rein-
forced evidence of a connection be-
tween agent orange exposure and spina 
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bifida in offspring that had been found 
in other studies. This ultimately led to 
the committee’s conclusion that there 
is limited or suggestive evidence of an 
association. I ask unanimous consent 
to place an article in the RECORD that 
discusses at length the basis of these 
findings. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Journal of the American Medical 

Association, Apr. 10, 1996] 
NEW IOM REPORT LINKS AGENT ORANGE EX-

POSURE TO RISK OF BIRTH DEFECT IN VIET-
NAM VETS’ CHILDREN 

(By Joan Stephenson) 
New Evidence reveals a tentative link be-

tween exposure to chemical defoliants that 
were used in the Vietnam War and an in-
creased risk of spina bifida in veterans’ chil-
dren, according to a recently issued report 
by the National Academy of Sciences’ Insti-
tute of Medicine (IOM). 

The congressionally mandated report, Vet-
erans and Agent Orange: Update 1996, is the 
second in a series of biennial reassessments 
of the health effects of Agent Orange and 
other herbicides. In addition to noting lim-
ited or suggestive evidence of an increased 
risk of the birth defect in exposed veterans’ 
children, it said that new studies confirm the 
1994 report’s finding that there is sufficient 
evidence that exposure to these chemicals is 
linked with soft tissue sarcoma, non-Hodg-
kin’s lymphoma, Hodgkin’s disease, and 
chloracne. 

The report also described ‘‘limited or sug-
gestive’’ evidence, based on studies of occu-
pational exposure to herbicides or dioxin 
outside of Vietnam, that exposure may be 
linked with acute, transient peripheral neu-
ropathy. However, a link between chornic pe-
ripheral neuropathy and exposure to these 
chemicals was not supported by the overall 
data. 

THOUSANDS EXPOSED 
United States military forces sprayed 

nearly 19 million gallons of herbicides, in-
cluding more than 11 million gallons of 
Agent Orange, over Vietnam between 1962 
and 1971, to strip vegetation that helped con-
ceal enemy troops. Thousands of US troops 
were exposed to varying doses of these 
chemicals, which were sprayed from air-
planes and helicopters, from boats and 
ground vehicles, and by soldiers wearing 
equipment mounted on their backs. 

After a 1969 report that concluded that one 
of the chief chemicals used in Agent Orange 
could cause birth defects in laboratory ani-
mals, use of Agent Orange was halted in 1970. 
All herbicide spraying in Vietnam ended by 
1971. 

‘‘Since that time, some of the 3 million 
Americans who served in the Vietnam War 
have wondered whether their exposure to 
herbicides may have caused them to develop 
cancer, or caused their children to have birth 
defects,’’ said David Tollerud, MD, MPH, of 
the University of Pittsburgh (Pa) School of 
Medicine, at a press briefing. To address 
these concerns, Congress passed the Agent 
Orange Act of 1991, authorizing the National 
Academy of Sciences to review studies con-
cerning the health effects of herbicide expo-
sure and to reevaluate the evidence every 2 
years for 10 years as new evidence accumu-
lates, noted Tollerud, chair of the IOM com-
mittee that produced the report. 

As in the first IOM report, the diseases 
were classified into four categories according 
to the strength of evidence (or lack thereof) 
linking health effects with herbicide expo-
sure. 

The top category includes conditions for 
which there is ‘‘sufficient evidence’’ of a 
positive association with exposure to herbi-
cides of dioxin (a trace contaminant of herbi-
cides). The second classification involves dis-
eases in which ‘‘limited or suggestive evi-
dence’’ suggests such an association—mean-
ing that at least one high-quality epidemio-
logic study has found a link, but that the 
evidence is not conclusive enough to rule out 
chance or study bias influencing the results. 
The other two categories involve conditions 
for which there is ‘‘inadequate or insufficient 
evidence’’ to determine whether a link ex-
ists, or ‘‘limited or suggestive evidence of no 
association.’’ 

OPERATION RANCH HAND 
The finding of ‘‘limited or suggestive’’ evi-

dence of an increased risk of spina bifida in 
children fathered by veterans exposed to her-
bicides was based on three epidemiologic 
studies, the largest of which involved a rea-
nalysis of a group of nearly 900 Operation 
Ranch Hand veterans who were directly in-
volved in the handling and spraying of herbi-
cides in Vietnam. 

In the Ranch Hand study, researchers 
found three cases of spina bifida (plus one 
case of another neural tube defect, 
anencephaly) among 792 liveborn infants, 
compared with no cases occurring in a com-
parable group of children fathered by non-
exposed veterans, for a rate of nearly four 
cases per 1,000 births. The rate of spina bifida 
in the general population is about five cases 
per 10,000 births. 

Two other epidemiologic studies reviewed 
by the committee—the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) Vietnam Ex-
perience Study and the CDC Birth Defects 
Study—also suggest an association between 
herbicide exposure and increased risk of 
spina bifida in children. But the report noted 
that while all three studies were of rel-
atively high quality, methodologic limita-
tions such as small sample size and possible 
recall bias mean that further study is re-
quired to confirm this apparent link. 

Based on several occupational studies out-
side of Vietnam, the report also added acute, 
transient peripheral neuropathy lasting 
weeks, months, or longer to the list of health 
effects for which there is limited or sugges-
tive evidence of an association with herbi-
cide exposure. 

Other diseases classified in this category in 
the first IOM report included prostate can-
cer, multiple myeloma, and respiratory can-
cers (of the lung, larynx, or trachea), and the 
new report reconfirmed those findings. Stud-
ies completed since the first report resulted 
in a reclassification of the evidence linking 
porphyria cutanea tarda and herbicide expo-
sure from ‘‘sufficient’’ to ‘‘suggestive.’’ New 
studies also prompted the committee to 
downgrade the classification of skin cancer 
from ‘‘suggestive’’ to ‘‘insufficient evidence 
of an association.’’ 

A QUESTION OF EXPOSURE 
Unlike the other findings of the IOM re-

port, the conclusions about an apparent link 
between spina bifida and herbicide exposure 
were based on studies of Vietnam veterans. 
However, most of the evidence reviewed by 
the committee about possible health effects 
from exposure to the herbicides used in Viet-
nam came from studies of people who were 
exposed to these chemicals either on the job 
or in industrial accidents. 

Tollerud noted that a severe lack of infor-
mation about the exposure levels of indi-
vidual troops hindered the IOM committee’s 
ability to assess the herbicide-related health 
risks faced by Vietnam veterans. 

‘‘Except for particular groups, such as 
those involved in Operation Ranch Hand and 
other groups directly involved in spraying 

operations, information on the extent of her-
bicide exposure among veterans is virtually 
nonexistent—and this limits how far we can 
interpret data [from studies of nonveterans] 
with respect to the veterans themselves,’’ he 
said. 

The majority of experts on the IOM com-
mittee agreed that it’s not currently possible 
to quantify the degree of risk to Vietnam 
veterans from exposure to herbicides and 
dioxin. However, two committee members, 
Bryan Langholz, PhD, and Malcolm Pike, 
PhD, both of the University of Southern 
California, Los Angeles, School of Medicine, 
said that studies indicate that measuring 
trace levels of dioxin, which lingers in the 
body for years, and extrapolating backward 
could provide a useful measure of a veteran’s 
original exposure. 

If this method provides such a valid esti-
mate—an assumption that many experts on 
the committee dispute—studies that meas-
ure blood levels of the chemical in Vietnam 
veterans would suggest that most veterans, 
particularly those who did not participate in 
herbicide spraying, were not exposed to very 
high levels of the chemicals, said Langholz. 

Scientists hope that ongoing and future re-
search efforts will help reduce some of the 
uncertainty about exposure levels of vet-
erans. One possibility is the development of 
historical exposure reconstruction models, 
which involves combining existing data on 
such factors as the paths flown by airplanes 
involved in herbicide spraying with informa-
tion on specific troop movements and mete-
orological conditions when spraying oc-
curred, to determine levels of exposure of 
veterans. The Department of Veterans Af-
fairs and the IOM are working together to 
solicit research proposals for such studies, 
said Tollerud. 

Another area that still needs to be ad-
dressed is the possible health effects of her-
bicide exposure in the women who served in 
the Vietnam War, particularly potential re-
productive effects and diseases that are usu-
ally or only seen in women, such as breast 
cancer and cancers of the female reproduc-
tive organs. The Department of Veterans Af-
fairs is currently identifying and enrolling 
such women in studies to examine this issue. 

‘‘We hope that by the time the review proc-
ess comes around in 2 years that there will 
be new information to address the gaps in 
knowledge that we now have about [herbi-
cide-related] health effects in these women,’’ 
said Tollerud. 

Prepublication copies of Veterans and 
Agent Orange: Update 1996 are available from 
the National Academy Press by telephone 
(800) 624–6242 or (202) 334–3313 (Washington, 
DC, metropolitan area). The report’s execu-
tive summary is available on the World Wide 
Web at http://www.nap.edu/nap/online/vet-
erans/. 

Mr. KERRY. The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs, as mandated by the 1991 
law, initiated a comprehensive review 
of the 1996 NAS report and made con-
sequent policy recommendations to the 
President. Subsequently, in May, 
President Clinton announced that the 
administration would propose legisla-
tion to aid Vietnam veterans’ children 
who suffer from the disease spina 
bifida. 

Our amendment fulfills that commit-
ment by recognizing and accepting re-
sponsibility for one of the serious 
health care needs of veterans’ families 
that the preponderance of evidence 
suggests stems from the tragic effects 
of agent orange. 

Since 1985, Vietnam veterans have 
been eligible for free health care from 
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the Veterans Administration for condi-
tions that are related to exposure to 
agent orange. Veterans’ disability com-
pensation has been awarded to veterans 
affected by several agent orange-re-
lated illnesses including non-Hodgkins 
lymphoma, soft tissue sarcoma, Hodg-
kin’s disease, chloracne, respiratory 
cancers, multiple myeloma, and, most 
recently, prostate cancers and acute 
and subacute peripheral neuropathy. 

There are those who will stand before 
us today and argue that there is not 
enough credible evidence to make a 
positive association between exposure 
of a veteran to agent orange and the 
occurrence of spina bifida in that vet-
eran’s children, and that, accordingly, 
there are not sufficient grounds to add 
it to the list of conditions I have just 
mentioned. I will say again today what 
I said first back in May 1988, and re-
peated just last month: 

It is offensive to veterans to tell them that 
there is not enough ‘‘scientific evidence’’ to 
justify compensation . . . The evidence is in 
their own bodies, and even worse, in the bod-
ies of their children. 

Both the President and the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs, Jesse Brown, have 
asked that spina bifida in veterans’ off-
spring be considered service connected. 
If we do not act on this proposal today, 
we may not be able to do so this Con-
gress. It will be pushed aside because of 
the tight schedule due to the election 
cycle this year. For 30 years many 
issues surrounding Vietnam have been 
put aside to be dealt with another day 
by different people. Mr. President, we 
cannot let this continue—we must act 
today and allow the pain to be eased 
for the children and their families who 
are suffering. This bill will grant the 
VA the necessary means to finally 
start providing needed care to these 
children who carry the scars of a war 
they never saw or fought. 

I know that there is still controversy 
about the effects of agent orange. 
There may always be controversy, just 
as there may always be controversy 
about the Vietnam war itself. We as 
adults know that most frustrating of 
all this world’s realities: there are 
some things we as human beings can 
never know for certain and which, 
therefore, always will be controversial. 
But we must set aside the con-
troversy—or put it behind us—to en-
able suffering children to receive the 
care and treatment they need when re-
sponsible, intelligent people acting in 
good faith can look back and discern 
the source of that suffering. 

This is not just a theoretical concern 
to me, Mr. President. There are real 
human beings in my State of Massa-
chusetts who are among the American 
veterans and family members whose 
lives have been effected by spina bifida. 

I want to compliment the Demo-
cratic leader for his tenacious, exem-
plary leadership on this difficult issue. 
He has struggled valiantly to secure 
fair treatment for those who sacrificed 
so greatly for our Nation by their serv-
ice in Vietnam. I thank him for permit-

ting me to join him in bringing this 
amendment before the Senate today. 

I also want to commend the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia, 
Senator ROCKEFELLER, the former 
chairman of the Veterans Affairs Com-
mittee who now serves as its ranking 
Democrat. I hope the veterans of our 
Nation, those who served in Vietnam 
and those who served in other con-
flicts, realize what kind of friend—but, 
more importantly, what kind of effec-
tive advocate—they have in JAY 
ROCKEFELLER. His work and the work 
of his staff on this legislation were cru-
cial, and I express my appreciation to 
them. 

Mr. President, we must not permit 
our inaction or our lack of absolute 
certitude to make some of the children 
of our Vietnam veterans the last vic-
tims of the Vietnam war. I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am a co- 
sponsor of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Democratic Leader, 
Senator DASCHLE. This amendment, 
which is supported by the Vietnam 
Veterans of America and the American 
Legion, attempts to address a very 
painful legacy of the Vietnam conflict. 
It provides comprehensive health care 
and a very modest monetary allowance 
to the children of Vietnam veterans 
who suffer from spina bifida as a result 
of their fathers’ exposure to the chem-
ical defoliant Agent Orange during the 
the Vietnam conflict over twenty years 
ago. 

Mr. President, the history of Agent 
Orange exposure has been sad, even 
shameful. After the Vietnam conflict, 
as veterans suffered, administration 
after administration failed to aggres-
sively investigate the cause of their ill-
nesses. Now, some twenty-two years 
after the end of the conflict, additional 
medical conditions are still being 
linked to exposure to Agent Orange. 
Just this spring, prostate cancer and 
peripheral neuropathy were added to 
the list. 

For twenty-two years, the genetic 
legacy of Agent Orange exposure has 
been denied, although reproductive dis-
orders and birth defects in their chil-
dren have been among the Vietnam 
veterans’ greatest Agent Orange-re-
lated health concerns. A congression-
ally-required National Academy of 
Sciences report of March, 1996, cited 
new evidence of a link between Agent 
Orange exposure and the occurrence of 
spina bifida in the children of exposed 
veterans. While not conclusive, the evi-
dence persuaded the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to propose legislation to 
provide for these unfortunate children. 

This amendment is necessary be-
cause, while the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs has recommended that 
spina bifida in Vietnam veterans’ chil-
dren be recognized as service-con-
nected, the VA does not have the au-
thority to extend health care or other 
benefits to children of veterans. Sepa-
rate legislation authorizing this serv-
ice connection, which Senator DASCHLE 

introduced in July with my support, is 
unlikely to be passed in the limited 
time remaining in this Congress. 

Mr. President, spina bifida is a crip-
pling birth defect caused by the im-
proper development of the vertebrae or 
spinal cord, resulting in varying de-
grees of paralysis of the lower limbs. 
The damage is permanent and incur-
able. Treatment includes surgery, 
medication, physiotherapy, and the use 
of assistive devices like braces, crutch-
es, or wheelchairs. These are not condi-
tions that are outgrown; spina bifida 
victims must learn to control and live 
with these dysfunctions. Ongoing ther-
apy, medical care, and/or surgical 
treatments are necessary to prevent 
and manage complications throughout 
an individual’s life. 

These children are the hidden victims 
of the Vietnam conflict. They are the 
sad legacy of war, an uncounted and 
unwanted cost of conflict. As a nation, 
as a Congress, we spend hundreds of 
billions of dollars preparing for and 
conducting military operations. We are 
profligate spenders on the front end of 
a military operation—nothing is too 
good for the troops, and you can’t have 
too much of a good thing. 

But when it comes to the tail end of 
a military operation, the aftermath of 
conflict, we become parsimonious and 
begrudging. We provided for the vet-
erans of the Vietnam conflict, but only 
after years of study and review. We 
have been even slower to address these 
secondary casualties, the children with 
spina bifida. 

Mr. President, there is considerable 
reluctance to admit to the delayed 
costs of conflict, let alone to plan and 
budget for these costs. If we required 
veterans’ health care and compensa-
tion to be included in our cost esti-
mates before we began a military oper-
ation, we might think twice about 
committing our troops. And if we ac-
knowledge the potential effect of mili-
tary operations and the exposure to 
hazardous materials on the next gen-
eration, as I believe we should, these 
cost estimates can only rise. 

I am glad that, finally, the govern-
ment is meeting its responsibility to 
provide for the Vietnam veterans chil-
dren with spina bifida. They are casual-
ties of war as surely as if they were hit 
by a bullet. I am only sorry that it 
took so very long, and that we cannot 
do more. 

In the Vietnam conflict, there was 
agent orange. In the Persian Gulf, 
there now exists the possibility that 
U.S. troops were exposed to chemical 
warfare agents, which can also cause 
birth defects. I offered an amendment 
to the Defense authorization bill that 
would have provided health care for the 
children of Persian Gulf veterans who 
have birth defects or catastrophic ill-
nesses while research is conducted to 
investigate the possible link between 
these childrens’ conditions and their 
parents’ possible exposure to chemical 
warfare agents or other hazardous ma-
terials. 
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I asked that these poor children and 

their families be given the benefit of 
the doubt, that they not face the same 
long and difficult road traveled by the 
Vietnam veterans and their children. 
Some argued that I have attempted to 
set a bad precedent in providing health 
care before the science has been con-
ducted to prove the link between cause 
and effect. Well, I would rather be ac-
cused of an excess of compassion than 
its dearth. It has been 5 years, and no 
research has been conducted. Under $30 
million a year is needed to care for 
these children, and to provide relief to 
these families. Of the hundreds of bil-
lions spent each year on the military 
establishment, I do not find $30 million 
an excessive amount to treat the 
smallest and weakest of our military 
families. Similarly, the price tag asso-
ciated with providing for the children 
with spina bifida is modest. It is not an 
economic hardship to address our re-
sponsibility to these children. 

Before each conflict, we talk about 
what national security interests are at 
stake. Mr. President, if our children, 
our future generation, are not our most 
vital national security interest, then 
what have we fought for? Hazardous ex-
posures have long been associated with 
the battlefield, but now that science 
can confirm that such exposures affect 
our children and our future, we must 
not shirk from acknowledging our re-
sponsibility. In the Gospel of Mark, we 
are reminded of the Lord’s words: ‘‘suf-
fer the little children to come unto me, 
and forbid them not: for such is the 
kingdom of God.’’ Senator DASCHLE has 
offered an amendment that would ad-
dress the health care needs of the chil-
dren who are the innocent victims of 
the Vietnam conflict, and in doing so, 
he brings us all a little closer to the 
kingdom of God. I commend Senator 
DASCHLE for his compassion and his ef-
fort on the behalf of these children. I 
am a cosponsor of this amendment, and 
I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished 
Democratic leader, Mr. DASCHLE. I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, many statements have 
been made here on the Senate floor 
over the years about the need to honor 
the debt we owe our Nation’s veterans. 
If there ever was a nonpartisan issue, it 
is the need to keep the promises we 
made to those who sacrificed by de-
fending this great Nation and the prin-
ciples it stands for. 

We have a long and proud history of 
compensating our veterans for injuries 
and wounds they sustained in combat 
situations. Millions of veterans have 
had to endure sickness, disability, and 
even paralysis as a result of their mili-
tary service and we must continue to 
ensure that there is adequate funding 
for research as well as for the facilities 
and medical care needed to care for 
these men and women. 

During the course of the Vietnam 
war, thousands of our service personnel 

who returned from Southeast Asia 
were stricken with ailments associated 
with exposure to the chemical herbi-
cide known as agent orange. After 
years of pressure from veterans organi-
zations and distinguished Americans 
such as Adm. Elmo Zumwalt, Jr., the 
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Government finally began to 
provide health care and other impor-
tant benefits to veterans suffering from 
exposure to agent orange. 

That is why Vietnam veterans have 
been eligible for free VA health care 
for agent orange-related conditions 
since 1985 and that is why disability 
compensation has been provided to 
Vietnam veterans for ailments that are 
believed to be directly related to expo-
sure to agent orange such as non-Hodg-
kin’s lymphoma and respiratory can-
cers. 

Today, I join the distinguished mi-
nority leader in offering the U.S. Sen-
ate an opportunity to make another 
down payment on that often talked 
about debt that we owe our veterans. 
The amendment that we are offering 
today will extend health care and re-
lated benefits, including a monthly 
monetary allowance, to the children of 
Vietnam veterans suffering from spina 
bifida. 

Spina bifida is a neural tube birth de-
fect that requires lifelong care. As has 
already been pointed out, a recent re-
port from the National Academy of 
Sciences has provided new evidence 
demonstrating a link between the oc-
currence of spina bifida in the children 
of veterans to a veteran’s exposure to 
agent orange and other toxic herbicides 
in Vietnam. In light of the empirical 
data that does indeed demonstrate a 
correlation, I believe it is the Federal 
Government’s responsibility to ensure 
that these children receive the nec-
essary medical care to treat this ail-
ment. 

We will surely hear criticism today 
on the Senate floor that this legisla-
tion will create another entitlement 
program that the Government cannot 
afford. Mr. President, this Nation made 
a decision long ago that our coura-
geous service members were entitled to 
certain benefits, most importantly ac-
cess to quality medical care for health 
problems that arise as either a direct 
or indirect result of their service to 
this country. We are talking about in-
nocent children here, who have been 
stricken with a serious, disabling con-
dition as a result of their father’s serv-
ice in Vietnam. Is there definitive 
proof of this? No. Is there a strong like-
lihood that this is the case? Yes, and so 
long as the evidence suggests such a 
correlation exists, we must continue to 
fulfill our obligation to our veterans 
and their families. 

I am also pleased that this legisla-
tion is fully funded with a cost offset. 
By reforming the Gardner decision—a 
move that even the major veterans or-
ganizations recognize needs to be made 
—this legislation is fully paid for with 
additional savings being dedicated to 
reducing the Federal budget deficit. 

Mr. President, this legislation has 
the strong backing of a number of or-
ganizations, including the Vietnam 
Veterans of America, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, the American Legion, 
the Spina Bifida Association of Amer-
ica, and the Clinton administration. I 
want to commend the Democratic lead-
er for his longstanding leadership on 
this and other issues important to our 
Nation’s veterans. Our veterans have 
fulfilled their commitment to this Na-
tion, and we must fulfill our commit-
ment to them. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment and I yield the floor. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President. I 
rise today to discuss the amendment 
offered by the minority leader to the 
VA/HUD appropriation bill. This 
amendment would authorize the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to pro-
vide comprehensive medical care, voca-
tional training benefits, and compensa-
tion benefits for certain children of 
Vietnam veterans who are born with 
spina bifida. 

The proponents of the amendment 
offer an emotional argument. I am very 
concerned about those who suffer from 
this condition. I recognize that these 
children and their families face many 
challenges and financial burdens. 

The issue before us, however, is not 
whether spina bifida is or isn’t a hor-
rible condition. No Senator would 
argue otherwise. I am confident that 
each of us has compassion for the chil-
dren and their families. As a veteran 
myself, I have been an ardent supporter 
of our Armed Forces and veterans. I 
have voted in favor of benefits for all 
veterans, including those exposed to 
agent orange and Persian Gulf war vet-
erans. 

What this body must determine, is 
what legislation is appropriate at this 
time. I do have concerns about this 
amendment, as it is offered on this ap-
propriations measure. 

Historically, benefits for dependents 
of veterans have been based on the 
death or disability of the veteran. This 
amendment would, for the first time, 
authorize VA to provide benefits to a 
person not a veteran based on a pos-
sible relationship between that individ-
ual’s disability and a veteran’s service. 
The committee of jurisdiction should 
carefully consider such an unprece-
dented extension. However, no such 
hearings have occurred to fully exam-
ine the consequences of extending ben-
efits. Therefore, I consider this amend-
ment to be premature. 

Under this amendment, children of 
veterans would be provided comprehen-
sive medical care. The Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee recently approved an 
extensive overhaul of eligibility rules 
and priorities for health care. Under 
that legislation, veterans would be en-
rolled into the VA health care system, 
with a cap on total health care expend-
itures. The extension of medical care 
to dependents of veterans will result in 
a decrease of medical care to veterans. 
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Next, the amendment provides for vo-

cational training benefits and for com-
pensation. Under the proposed frame-
work, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
would pay a monthly stipend, based on 
the level of disability. These benefits 
would not be paid out of discretionary 
funds, but, as a new entitlement pro-
gram, are considered mandatory spend-
ing. Because it would affect direct 
spending, a spending offset will be re-
quired. Again, the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee would be required to pay 
for this new entitlement to dependents 
of veterans, of unknown costs, by re-
ducing benefits established for vet-
erans. I believe that creating a new en-
titlement on this appropriation meas-
ure is inappropriate. 

Finally, I have reservations regard-
ing the underlying merits of the study 
on which the amendment is based. In 
short, the science is inconclusive. The 
Institute of Medicine stated the study 
shows limited/suggestive evidence of an 
association between exposure to herbi-
cides and spina bifida. The principal in-
vestigator of the primary study on this 
issue testified earlier this year before a 
House committee that the study is in-
adequate to establish a cause and effect 
relationship. The VA task force that 
reviewed the Institute of Medicine re-
port noted that scientific questions re-
main. Because scientific questions re-
main, it would be prudent to further 
study and resolve all open issues before 
embarking on a new entitlement pro-
gram that would take away from exist-
ing veterans’ benefits. 

Mr. President, because this amend-
ment is premature, is inappropriate for 
an appropriation bill, and is based on 
inconclusive science, I will not vote to 
amend the VA–HUD appropriations bill 
as proposed by the amendment. Again, 
I emphasize my support for veterans, 
my concern and care for the children 
with spina bifida and their families. I 
am sure the Congress will continue to 
review this issue and address the open 
questions in a more appropriate forum. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to support Senator DASCHLE’s amend-
ment. I join such groups as the Amer-
ican Legion, Vietnam Veterans of 
America, Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
and Disabled American Veterans in 
supporting this effort initiated by the 
President and spearheaded in the Sen-
ate by the minority leader. 

Senator DASCHLE’s amendment seeks 
to help the innocent victims of a war 
fought long ago. Just as there are lin-
gering psychological wounds from the 
war, there are veterans and their fami-
lies who struggle with the lingering 
physical impacts every day. This 
amendment will provide health care 
and benefits to children of Vietnam 
veterans who suffer from spina bifida, 
believed to be caused by their fathers 
being sprayed with agent orange. 

I have a long record of fighting for 
our Nation’s veterans. I have fought for 
adequate health care and benefits fund-
ing as both the chair and ranking 
member of the VA–HUD Sub-
committee. 

I’ve fought to ensure vets receive 
quality of service and effective and ac-
cessible VA facilities. I also worked to 
make sure the VA provided the services 
especially appropriate for women vet-
erans. 

I am determined that we never forget 
America’s veterans. They fought to 
protect Western civilization, preserve 
freedom, and defend democratic gov-
ernments. They fought overseas to pro-
tect those of us at home. 

I am determined that promises made 
must be promises kept. We must say 
thanks to vets with concrete actions, 
not just flowery rhetoric. Medals are 
nice, but the Nation has a responsi-
bility to help veterans who risked their 
lives and returned home to find their 
lives and the lives of their children 
changed forever. 

The minority’s leader’s amendment 
reminds us that many Vietnam vets 
were exposed to agent orange. A March 
1996 National Academy of Sciences re-
port noted that exposure to that sub-
stance may cause spina bifida in vet-
erans’ children. 

The VA estimates that up to 2,000 
children of Vietnam era veterans may 
be impacted. This amendment ensures 
that they would be provided appro-
priate health care and monthly bene-
fits. 

And furthermore, this amendment is 
paid for. The minority leader’s amend-
ment includes an offset that more than 
covers the anticipated cost of these ex-
panded benefits. 

While some would say this is an issue 
that can wait, and calls for further 
study, I say we really should not wait. 
We must not forget that spina bifida is 
an incurable disease that isn’t going 
away for those affected. Those kids 
cannot wait one more year, for one 
more study. It may be easy for some of 
us to forget the war, or not to quite re-
member the war. For all of those who 
like to go into parades and talk about 
what they want to do to help the vet-
erans, I believe that for many veterans 
who served in Vietnam, one of the ways 
we can show our respect is to make 
sure that children who have birth de-
fects because of what their fathers 
were exposed to in Vietnam are pro-
tected. That is what the vets would 
like. They fought a war. We can call it 
a war. We should call it a war, and we 
should remember that. Yes, they want 
the GI benefits and, yes, they appre-
ciate the VA medical care. But I know 
of no Vietnam vet that would not be 
proud of the fact that we looked out for 
their children. 

There is concern about the study. 
Some say the linkage between agent 
orange and spina bifida for children of 
the vets is too skimpy. But I want to 
bring out the fact that the law that 
was passed related to agent orange 
says that there only need be a positive 
association, not a definitively deter-
mined cause and effect. 

So the National Academy of Sciences 
shows that there is a positive associa-
tion between agent orange and these 

children who have spina bifida. That is 
what Senator DASCHLE is standing on. 
We support him. We are supported by 
the VA and so many other groups. I 
hope when the Democratic leader offers 
his amendment, it is one of those that 
passes 99 to 0. We really don’t need to 
make the children of Vietnam veterans 
subject of a heated debate on the floor. 
That outlines my thoughts in the area. 
If there is substantial debate, I antici-
pate that I may participate even fur-
ther on this. I hope my colleagues will 
give this very serious consideration. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we are 
waiting for somebody to offer an 
amendment. We have heard that people 
are on the way. We would like to get 
the amendments offered. We have a 
limited list. If there are any who have 
amendments on which a vote might be 
needed, we ask them to contact the 
floor and come forward. We would like 
to move forward. I hope we can get 
time agreements and finish up the bill 
this evening. But at this juncture we 
are depending upon the Members who 
wish to offer amendments. I invite any 
and all of them to come forward. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, earlier 
today we were worrying about whether 
we could get a 4-hour time agreement 
to limit debate on the amendment that 
the minority leader is going to offer. 
There was a good couple of hours, 21⁄2 
hours, of debate, and the amendment 
has not been offered. We are open to do 
business. 

If anybody has arguments for or 
against it, I would invite him or her to 
come present those arguments. I under-
stand the minority leader is tempo-
rarily involved in another hearing and 
has not been able to present his amend-
ment. There is no amendment pending. 

We welcome anyone who wants to 
discuss the bill or discuss amendments 
which they will offer. This is the prime 
time of day when we ought to be doing 
the business of the Senate. This is the 
third day we have been on this bill. The 
ranking member and I have been here, 
ready and willing to move forward. We 
are running short of time in this legis-
lative session, and we have this and a 
number of other very important meas-
ures to conclude. 

So I make an earnest plea to people 
on both sides of the aisle who want to 
talk about this bill, or particular 
issues, to come forward and do so, 
please. Let us use the time of the Sen-
ate productively. We are here. We are 
ready. We are waiting to do business. 
We welcome such views and such en-
lightenment as our colleagues would 
wish to share with us. 
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I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, the 

Senate will soon be asked to ratify the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. The in-
tent of this treaty is to implement a 
worldwide ban on the production, pos-
session, and use of chemical weapons, 
which is something we would all agree 
to; if it were something that was en-
forceable or verifiable, that we would 
be a party to. However, most of the ex-
perts I have talked to—people like 
Caspar Weinberger, Jeanne Kirk-
patrick, William Clark, I even had a 
conversation with Dick Cheney—have 
serious questions as to whether or not 
this is in the best interests of the 
United States. 

The problem we have, one of many 
problems, but the major problem we 
have with the CWC, the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, is that it does 
not include those countries that pose 
the greatest threat to our Nation’s se-
curity. I am talking about Libya and 
Iraq, North Korea, Syria. They are not 
a part of this. Even if they were a part, 
I would not believe they would actually 
live up to their commitment. But, 
again, they are not. Some countries 
have signed onto the treaty but they 
have not ratified it. We seem to be act-
ing as if all those countries that have 
signed the treaty ultimately will ratify 
it. I do not believe that is the case. 

Even in the case of Russia, if they 
did, the Senator from North Carolina 
here can remember, back in 1990, when 
the Russians and the United States, 
then the Soviet Union and the United 
States, had a bilateral destruction 
agreement, yet the Russians have not 
lived up to it—not because they do not 
want to, necessarily; because they say 
they cannot afford to. In fact, they said 
if you in the United States expect us in 
Russia to live up to the bilateral de-
struction agreement of 1990, it will cost 
you approximately $3.3 billion. I do not 
anticipate there will be a lot of support 
for that. 

They keep saying 160 countries have 
signed the treaty. This is fine, but they 
are the wrong countries. We do not 
have a problem, a threat of chemical 
warfare with Great Britain, with 
France, with Sweden, with these coun-
tries. It is the countries who are not a 
part of this that pose the threat. 

The compliance with the Chemical 
Weapons Convention is not verifiable. 

Countries like China, India, Iran, Paki-
stan, and Russia have signed the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention, but our abil-
ity to verify their compliance is doubt-
ful at best. I think the best quote I can 
give is from the former CIA Director 
James Woolsey, who was the CIA Di-
rector under Democratic Presidents. 
He said: 

The chemical weapons problem is so dif-
ficult from an intelligence perspective that I 
cannot state that we have high confidence in 
our ability to detect noncompliance, espe-
cially on a small scale. 

The U.N. inspectors, after the agree-
ment was reached with Iraq back in 
1991, have had all kinds of opportuni-
ties to look for chemical weapons in 
Iraq, yet many have gone undetected. 
So we will be asked to ratify this. I 
serve notice now I will be among the 
leaders in opposition to that ratifica-
tion. I feel it is very similar to the 
ratification of the START II agree-
ment. The START II agreement was an 
agreement that would force us back 
into a posture that we found ourselves 
in in 1972 with the ABM Treaty, which 
was with, at that time, the Soviet 
Union. It does not do any good for us to 
downgrade our nuclear capability, as 
was the case there, if we have 25 to 30 
nations who are building a nuclear ca-
pability, who have weapons of mass de-
struction, who are working on the mis-
sile means of delivering them. I see a 
parallel here, an analogous situation. 

What good does it do for us to agree 
to destroy all of our chemical capa-
bility if we are allowing those rogue 
nations that pose the greatest threat 
to the United States to still be able to 
have theirs? 

I think one of the phoniest argu-
ments, though, is on terrorism. I hope 
no one will give much credence to that. 
The President and his administration 
contradicted themselves the other day 
when the President was trying to lead 
us into this notion that, if we ratify 
the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
somehow it will make it more difficult 
for terrorists. He said: 

If the Chemical Weapons Convention were 
in force today, it would be much more dif-
ficult for terrorists to acquire chemical 
weapons. 

Then a short while after that, in a re-
sponse, Warren Christopher said: 

It is difficult to predict what impact the 
CWC will have on actual terrorist use of 
chemical weapons, as the CWC was not de-
signed to deal with this threat. 

He was exactly right. 
So I hope we are not lulled into a 

false sense of security by ratifying a 
convention that is not verifiable and 
that is not participated in by those 
parties and those countries that pose 
the greatest threat to the United 
States. 

I come from Oklahoma, and if a ter-
rorist was able to get enough explosive 
power to blow up the Murrah Federal 
Office Building to the extent it hap-
pened there, I can assure you that the 
terrorists will also be able to get chem-
ical weapons. 

So, Madam President, I hope my col-
leagues share my concern about this, 
the harmful impact of the chemical 
weapons convention on our Nation’s se-
curity, and will join me in opposing the 
ratification of this flawed agreement. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. INHOFE. Yes. 
Mr. HELMS. I especially appreciate 

the Senator’s comments, because there 
is so much confusion, so many extrava-
gant statements have been made, 
Madam President, about how much 
good this convention will do, this trea-
ty. 

As I mentioned yesterday, Senator 
Sam Ervin, my first colleague from 
North Carolina when I came to the 
Senate—a pretty good constitutional 
lawyer—used to comment that the 
United States had never lost a war or 
won a treaty, meaning that we got 
short shrift by accepting so many trea-
ties that didn’t do the country any 
good. 

But the thing that bothers me, I say 
to my colleague, and I am sure it does 
to him, is that so many—even in this 
Chamber, I am sorry to say—are will-
ing to disregard the fact that the White 
House has stonewalled about allowing 
the Senate to have documents that the 
Senate is entitled to have with respect 
to this treaty. They refused, in some 
cases, they have obfuscated, they have 
made all sorts of excuses, and I am 
happy that the distinguished majority 
leader, Mr. LOTT, has talked to Mr. Pa-
netta, and there is some indication 
that these documents are going to be 
made available to the Senate. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. HELMS. Certainly. 
Mr. INHOFE. It is my understanding 

that as chairman of the appropriate 
committee, you made a request some-
time ago for all of these documents in 
order for us to deliberate this, to de-
bate this, to determine whether or not 
this was in the best interest of our Na-
tion’s security. Have you received any 
response so far to your request? 

Mr. HELMS. Half hearted responses 
in a few cases. In large measure, the 
administration has stonewalled the 
matter and refused to release the ac-
tual documents. 

The intelligence community of our 
Government unanimously say that this 
treaty has many aspects that are per-
ilous to the security of the United 
States. 

But in any case, I thank the Senator 
for his comments and for his role in 
trying to protect the people of this 
country from a treaty or a convention 
that is unwise, as in this case. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator, 
too. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair for 

recognizing me. 
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DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-

FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H.R. 3666. 
Mr. HELMS. There is no amendment 

to the bill pending? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
Mr. HELMS. Therefore, it is open to 

amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5191 

(Purpose: To increase funding for drug 
elimination grants) 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS], for himself, Mr. BOND, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. MCCAIN and Mr. COVERDELL, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 5191. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
‘‘Of the amount made available under this 

heading, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, $20,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to entities managing or operating 
public housing developments, Federally-as-
sisted multifamily-housing developments, or 
other multifamily-housing developments for 
low-income families supported by non-Fed-
eral governmental entities or similar hous-
ing developments supported by private 
sources, to reimburse local law enforcement 
entities for additional police presence in and 
around such housing developments; to pro-
vide or augment such security services by 
other entities or employees of the recipient 
agency; to assist in the investigation and/or 
prosecution of drug related criminal activity 
in and around such developments; and to 
provide assistance for the development of 
capital improvements at such developments 
directly relating to the security of such de-
velopments: Provided, That such grants shall 
be made on a competitive basis as specified 
in section 102 of the HUD Reform Act.’’ 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I be-
lieve the pending amendment has been 
approved on both sides. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, if I 
may interrupt, with respect to my col-
league from North Carolina, I think 
there was one additional change that 
had been suggested by the minority 
side. I have not seen whether that was 
incorporated. 

Mr. HELMS. I think it already has 
been. 

Mr. BOND. On behalf of my ranking 
member, I want to be sure that has 
been incorporated. They have worked 
very closely with us. We appreciate 
their cooperation, and we particularly 
appreciate your work on this. I apolo-
gize for interrupting. I wanted to make 

sure that change had been made in the 
amendment submitted to the desk. 

Mr. HELMS. It is certainly no prob-
lem. I suppose we are talking about on 
page 39, after line 10 * * * ‘‘develop-
ments supported by’’, inserting the 
words ‘‘nonprofit private sources’’. Is 
that it? 

Mr. BOND. Yes. 
Mr. HELMS. That is the amendment 

that was submitted. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

any further debate on the amendment? 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I was 

going to make a few comments in sup-
port of the amendment, and I suggest 
that we await the arrival of the rank-
ing member before actually moving to 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, and I have a few re-
marks. 

Mr. BOND. The Senator from North 
Carolina has some comments, as I will, 
on this measure. We do want to wait 
for the ranking member before moving 
to acceptance of the amendment. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank my 
colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment will markedly increase 
efforts to eliminate the scourge of 
drugs and crime in public housing 
project by increasing funding by $20 
million for local housing authorities to 
stimulate the fight against drugs. 

These programs help curb crime 
within public housing neighborhoods 
by providing funds to housing authori-
ties that can be used to employ more 
law enforcement or security personnel, 
to establish voluntary tenant patrols 
and to sponsor programs designed to 
reduce illegal drug use in and around 
public housing developments. 

Most public housing residents are 
law-abiding citizens who deserve to 
live in a community free of crime, 
drugs, and fear. Unfortunately, this is 
not the reality for many public housing 
tenants who instead are faced with 
daily assaults by drug dealers and 
criminals who not only rob them of 
their freedom, but also rob them of 
their dignity. 

Many public housing projects are in-
cubators for crime and drug dealing. 
Children sell and use drugs and, even 
worse, children shoot other children. 
This violence spreads throughout our 
cities and jeopardizes all citizens. 

The Foreign Relations Committee, of 
which I am chairman, held a hearing 
recently on international drug traf-
ficking and its effect on local commu-
nities. Among the witnesses were two 
law-enforcement officers from my 
home State and a member of the 
‘‘blood’’ gang, who described the effects 
of street-level drug dealing in detail. 
One thing that was clear after their 
testimony was that we have seen only 
the tip of the iceberg. 

While there is no one solution to the 
problem of illegal drug use, it is clear 
that any long-term solution must em-
power the residents to take back their 

streets and enable them to live safely 
in their homes. 

The epidemic of drug use among ju-
veniles has been confirmed by recent 
statistics which show that since 1992, 
teenage drug use in general has in-
creased by 105 percent, marijuana use 
by 141 percent, and cocaine use by 166 
percent. Drug abuse and the crime it 
spawns are rampant in public housing 
projects. The war against drug use and 
drug-related crime in public housing 
communities must be fought and won 
in the neighborhoods themselves. En-
hanced law enforcement is critical to 
prevailing in the war on drugs. To-
wards that end, the additional funds 
provided by this amendment will allow 
local housing authorities to hire more 
cops and security guards to protect 
their residents. 

Recently, there have been a number 
of stories that have documented the 
crime that occurs in these neighbor-
hoods. Here are just a few examples: 

March 30, 1996—‘‘Already this month, two 
young men have been shot and killed in Dur-
ham’s public housing communities, one in 
front of a crowd of young children.’’ (The 
News & Observer) 

July 24, 1996—‘‘There is evidence that in-
creased trafficking along the U.S. 64 cor-
ridor from Raleigh is occurring, and 
that public housing is a target for drug 
dealers.’’ (The News & Observer) 

August 17, 1996—‘‘When Durham po-
lice found 18-year-old Germaine 
DeMarco Ansley shot and bleeding to 
death in Few Gardens last month, they 
knew there must be a witness in the 
crowd gathered around his body, but no 
one at the public housing complex 
would talk.’’ (The News & Observer) 

It’s time to stand up with the folks 
who live in these communities and help 
them to rid themselves of the fear and 
crime in their neighborhoods. 

Experience has shown that the resi-
dents themselves—who are most di-
rectly affected by drugs and drug-re-
lated crime—can do a lot to turn the 
tide against drugs when given the op-
portunity. 

The success of the drug elimination 
grants is rooted in the fact that people 
who live in public housing are encour-
aged to save their own neighborhoods. 
And maybe, just maybe, we can pre-
vent a few murders, stop a few drug 
deals, and give children the oppor-
tunity to grow up in a safe environ-
ment. 

Mr. President, this program is effec-
tive, and it is working well in my home 
State of North Carolina as well as 
across the Nation. Through the use of 
this grant the following areas have 
shown marked success: The Durham 
Housing Authority reported that in 
1994, there were 33 drug-related evic-
tions in Durham public housing. The 
Charlotte Housing Authority reported 
that in 1994, the crime rate fell by 8.7 
percent overall, and by 12.4 percent in 
the target neighborhoods when the 
drug elimination program was imple-
mented. There were 104 drug arrests 
and 26 drug-related convictions. 
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The Greensboro Housing Authority 

reported that in 1993—the first year of 
administering a Police Neighborhood 
Resource Center at the Hampton 
Homes Development—violent crime 
dropped by more than 40 percent. Simi-
lar statistics have been shown across 
the Nation indicating the effectiveness 
of combating the war on both drugs 
and crime. 

Mr. President, with these programs 
in place, local housing authorities and 
residents are doing their part to rid 
cities of drugs and their terrible con-
sequences. I urge Senators to support 
this amendment, which will be offset 
by reductions taken from general ad-
ministrative expenses, that will in-
crease funding for this necessary and 
successful drug-fighting venture. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
would like to comment on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina. And as we do, I sin-
cerely hope that the people of North 
Carolina are spared any damage from 
Hurricane Fran. We know your cousins 
in South Carolina are bracing for some 
pretty heavy weather. And as another 
coastal State, we know what these 
things mean. So I just, in a spirit of 
cordiality and collegiality, want the 
people to know in the Carolina’s that 
we, in Maryland, are worried about 
them and are thinking about them. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is most 
thoughtful. Of course, on behalf of the 
people of North Carolina, I thank her. 
I will say that the southeastern part of 
North Carolina and northeastern part 
of South Carolina, the people in both 
areas, as the saying goes, are living on 
a diet of finger nails right now. I thank 
the Senator. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. We are very happy 
about the fact that this subcommittee 
that has so many wonderful agencies in 
it also funds emergency management. 
And right now, Senator BOND and I, in 
trying to decide how FEMA will meet 
its obligations, are also on those diets 
of finger nails, or any other one that 
might work, I might add. 

Madam President, I think the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina indeed has merit. The 
whole idea of getting drugs out of pub-
lic housing has been something that we 
have supported for many years. When I 
chaired this subcommittee I had the 
good fortune of working with the Vice 
Presidential nominee, Mr. Jack Kemp, 
who was the Secretary of HUD, and 
now Mr. Cisneros, on a focused ap-
proach to get drugs out of public hous-
ing. It was always our belief that pub-
lic housing should be a steppingstone 

to a better life and not to be an incu-
bator for drug dealers. 

In the course of watching this effort 
develop, we were aware that there were 
certain gaps in the program. What were 
those gaps? That often the grand pro-
gram to get drugs out of public housing 
was limited only to public housing, 
those horrendous, horrific high-rise 
public housing projects that often were 
tools of neighborhood destabilization 
rather than tools of empowerment. 

But also we saw something else, that 
where the Federal Government has 
subsidized housing in other areas, that 
they too have presented problems. In 
my own home State of Maryland, there 
was a project called Riverdale in a sub-
urban area. And it was owned by the 
private sector. We thought, oh, gosh, 
this was going to be terrific. Get rid of 
all the issues in public housing. But 
what did we see? A scurrilous landlord 
who did not do maintenance, who did 
not work with the county in being able 
to screen the residents, did not use the 
section 8 subsidies to modernize, keep 
the building fit for duty. 

Guess what? It took on all of the 
trappings of the negative aspects of 
public housing, became poorly main-
tained, with neighborhood destabiliza-
tion, and became an incubator of 
crime. 

There were no funds to help the local 
police department or whoever to really 
deal with this. I think that is wrong. 
And what I like about the Helms 
amendment is that it will include those 
entities that are Federally assisted, 
multifamily housing developments or 
other multifamily housing develop-
ments for low-income families, sup-
ported by non-Federal entities. 

That means that we will be able to 
make sure that whatever the Federal 
Government is involved with, we are 
going to make sure it is fit for duty, 
and fit for duty not only in terms of 
maintaining the physical structure, 
but, through the work of Senator BOND 
and myself, Senator D’AMATO and Sen-
ator SARBANES here, we now have 
something called ‘‘one strike, you’re 
out,’’—‘‘one strike, you’re out’’—which 
means that if you have been arrested 
for a criminal act, you were not going 
to stay in public housing or section 8. 

We are not going to subsidize crimi-
nal behavior if we are on the watch. We 
are going to get them out so that the 
poor people who want to see Federal 
help as a tool to be able to empower 
themselves to a better life—we want to 
help them, but we do not want to sub-
sidize people who are part of the prob-
lem. We want to help people become 
part of the solution. That is why we 
like the conceptual framework of the 
Helms amendment. 

I must say, I have pause about cre-
ating an earmark in CDBG. The reason 
I like CDBG, otherwise known as com-
munity development block grant 
money, is because community develop-
ment block grant money was to be a 
block grant, maximum flexibility, min-
imum micromanagement by the Fed-

eral Government, so that local govern-
ments could best decide how to meet 
their needs. The rural needs of Maine 
are very different than the bustling 
metropolis of Baltimore City in the 
Baltimore-Washington corridor. Who 
could do what? 

So at this time I do not think we 
should fuss about budget over that. I 
am going to support the Helms amend-
ment here on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate. I will be happy to adopt it just on 
a voice vote. I understand the leader-
ship from the other side of the aisle is 
considering the vote. 

First of all, to Senator HELMS, I con-
gratulate him on his thought—and his 
staff—behind this. I think it is about 
time we start really thinking about 
how, when the Federal Government 
spends its money, the taxpayers feel 
satisfied, and we should be creating op-
portunities, opportunities for the poor 
to help themselves. I believe now with 
our strong, no nonsense zero tolerance 
one-strike-you-are-out approach com-
bined with the grant program and the 
initiative of the Helms amendment, 
that we can start making sure any-
thing that the Federal Government is 
involved in in neighborhoods is not a 
tool of neighborhood stabilization, but 
a tool of empowerment. 

I look forward to supporting this 
amendment by whichever vehicle is 
best to move it. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I thank 
my ranking member for her very 
strong and supportive words. I heartily 
concur with them. I extend my par-
ticular thanks to the Senator from 
North Carolina who gave us a reality 
check and really brought back to our 
attention the fact that crime, lawless-
ness, and insecurity, fear for personal 
safety, is a grave problem that affects 
everybody who lives in many of these 
assisted housing projects. 

By targeting these funds for assist-
ance for law enforcement agencies, I 
think the Helms amendment is going 
to go a long way toward improving 
safety and security for families and for 
the individuals in assisted housing. 
This is different from some of the pro-
grams that we already have. Many of 
the drug elimination grants are grants 
for a broad scale of activities. They are 
generally limited to Federal housing 
activities. 

This amendment says that the CDBG 
funds can be used not only for federally 
assisted multifamily housing develop-
ments but for other multifamily hous-
ing developments for low-income fami-
lies supported by non-Federal Govern-
ment entities or similar housing devel-
opments supported by nonprofit pri-
vate sources. So this gives us an oppor-
tunity to provide assistance not just to 
a federally assisted housing program 
but to a State, a city, or a private not- 
for-profit entity with a multifamily- 
housing development. These are the 
people who are most at risk. These are 
the people who have the most to lose if 
a foothold for crime, for drug activi-
ties, gets into one of these develop-
ments. 
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My colleague from Maryland points 

out a very important fact that a lot of 
people seem to overlook. It was Con-
gress that said one strike and you are 
out. I think that kind of get tough with 
the people who have shown they do not 
deserve to receive taxpayer-supported 
housing assistance is a very large step 
in the right direction. 

I have talked to an awful lot of resi-
dents in my State who have expressed 
fear or concern for their public safety, 
and if we can tell them that if one of 
their neighbors is convicted of a crime 
of drug use that they are out, they will 
feel better. With the funds available 
under the Helms amendment to include 
extra policing and extra drug/law en-
forcement efforts, we can take another 
significant step toward ensuring that 
these developments and the people who 
live in them—the families, the individ-
uals, the elderly in many instances 
who right now are often held hostage 
in their own apartments, their own 
homes—these people will be safer. 

Incidentally, we spoke yesterday 
about the repeated efforts that we have 
made in this subcommittee, in the au-
thorizing committees, to let the local 
housing authorities designate some 
housing as elderly only, or some as dis-
abled only, or some as mixed, because 
there have been grave problems all 
across the country—in many of those 
units, certainly some in my State— 
where there is a mixture of disabled 
and elderly in the same housing. The 
elderly are very fearful, in some in-
stances because of criminal behavior. 

Along with the one-strike-you-are- 
out policy and the additional resources 
available under the Helms amendment, 
I think we are going to take some sig-
nificant steps toward assuring these 
people of safety in their own homes. 
That, along with food and shelter is 
certainly one of the most basic and 
compelling needs we ought to provide 
to those of our citizens who need our 
assistance. 

I commend the Senator from North 
Carolina for giving us a boost, getting 
us started on this right track. I thank 
my colleague from Maryland who, as 
always, made improvements on it. I ex-
pect shortly we will either move to for-
mal passage or adopt this amendment. 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Needless to say, I am so 
grateful to both managers of this bill 
for their kind comments about the 
amendment. 

Just to be sure that the amendment 
is modified as agreed to with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maryland, I 
send a modification to the desk and 
ask that the amendment be modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. Without objection, 
the amendment is modified. 

The amendment (No. 5191) is modi-
fied, as follows: 

On page 39, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘Of the amount made available under this 
heading, notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, $20,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to entities managing or operating 
public housing developments, Federally-as-
sisted multifamily-housing developments, or 
other multifamily-housing developments for 
low-income families supported by non-Fed-
eral governmental entities or similar hous-
ing developments supported by non-profits 
private sources, to reimburse local law en-
forcement entities for additional police pres-
ence in and around such housing develop-
ments; to provide or augment such security 
services by other entities or employees of 
the recipient agency; to assist in the inves-
tigation and/or prosecution of drug related 
criminal activity in and around such devel-
opments; and to provide assistance for the 
development of capital improvements at 
such developments directly relating to the 
security of such developments: Provided, 
That such grants shall be made on a com-
petitive basis as specified in section 102 of 
the HUD Reform Act.’’ 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask the Senator 
from North Carolina, is that adequate 
nonprofit clarification? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that Senator BOND, Senator 
COVERDELL, Senator FAIRCLOTH, and 
Senator MCCAIN be identified as co-
sponsors of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KEMPTHORNE). The Senator from Geor-
gia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment. I 
have enjoyed listening to the remarks 
of the Senators from Maryland, Mis-
souri, and North Carolina about the 
importance of the amendment. 

I bring a little bit of a unique per-
sonal experience to this. The first pub-
lic housing was erected in my home 
city of Atlanta, GA, in the early 1930’s, 
and dedicated by President Roosevelt. 
Today, there is more public housing in 
my capital city than any other city in 
America, save one, per capita. 

To reinforce the importance of this 
amendment, let me say there have been 
numerous revelations of late with re-
gard to drug activities in these 
projects. It is even suspected in our 
housing projects that drugs are being 
sold with impunity and have become 
the hub of a distribution system. 

I have said many times that one of 
the great changes in the current drug 
epidemic that we are experiencing is 
the age of the audience infected. It has 
moved from age 16, 17, and 18 to 8, 11, 
12, and 13. Many of these youngsters in 
these housing projects are being re-
cruited systematically into becoming 
instruments of drug transactions them-
selves. It is an absolute tragedy. 

One of the other ramifications, Mr. 
President, is that when these gangs 
begin to set up these instruments of 
distribution in housing projects and 
they come upon a disagreement, it is 
not unusual for the resolution to be a 
shootout. Very recently, in one of 
these drug-related shoot outs, an 8- 
year-old girl, Kimberly Session, was 
shot, and two of her friends were 

wounded, as she was playing at 
McDaniel-Glenn public housing 
project. Absolutely innocent—just out 
playing in her neighborhood. They are 
not even safe in their home. 

Four-year-old Monica Rose Mae Carr 
was shot as a drug-related gang 
pumped 40 rounds into an apartment 
unit, striking her in the heart as she 
lay asleep. 

In Atlanta public housing two-thirds 
of those affected by the drug crisis in 
the housing projects are women and 
children, 97 percent African American. 
In an analysis of the effect of violent 
crime, half of Atlanta’s low-rise public 
housing units, the violent crime rate is 
60 percent higher than the immediate 
neighborhood that surrounds it—all re-
lated to drug distribution, drug trans-
action, and drug gangs. 

So in Atlanta, we are experiencing 
the cost and effect of rampant drug 
violations in crime and use in our 
housing projects. So I come to the floor 
briefly to echo support for the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina. It is well targeted, 
well-meaning, and it will have a very 
positive effect on a lot of our young 
people, not only in Atlanta, but 
throughout the country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

know that the Democratic leader has 
no reservations about a vote occurring. 
The majority leader is testifying and 
would like a short quorum call. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I be-
lieve we should notify Members that a 
vote will be forthcoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AGENT ORANGE BENEFITS 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-

dent, I salute the minority leader, TOM 
DASCHLE, for sponsoring the Agent Or-
ange Benefits Act of 1996 which creates 
the benefits package for the children of 
Vietnam veterans who suffer from 
spina bifida, a congenital disease that 
requires lifelong medical care. Approxi-
mately 2,700 of our citizens would be el-
igible for the benefits conferred by this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, you would think that 
legislation which help the sick children 
of our soldiers—children who have de-
veloped debilitating medical problems 
as a result of their parents’ service in 
the Armed Forces who sacrificed to 
preserve the freedom and independent 
way of life that we all enjoy—that such 
a thing would be free of controversy. 
However, some of my colleagues are 
holding up this amendment. And quite 
frankly I think those reasons can only 
be characterized as puzzling. While I 
respect those who oppose this legisla-
tion on procedural grounds, I point out 
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that what is being proposed in this 
amendment is not unprecedented. It is 
consistent with our overarching re-
sponsibility to legislate in the public 
interest that this amendment is put 
forward today. 

The opposition’s argument that the 
scientific evidence does not clearly es-
tablish a link between dioxin and other 
herbicides and spina bifida is particu-
larly troubling. While it may be true 
that earlier studies did not show a 
nexus between spina bifida and agent 
orange, the most recent National Acad-
emy of Sciences Institute of Medicine 
study, entitled, ‘‘Veterans and Agent 
Orange; Update 1996,’’ suggests more 
than a casual nexus between the hor-
rible condition of spina bifida and the 
use of agent orange. Based on that 
study, which was commissioned by the 
Veterans’ Administration in 1991, Vet-
erans Administration Secretary Jesse 
Brown moved to provide presumptive 
compensation to the children of Viet-
nam veterans who are suffering from 
spina bifida. 

Arguments that the Government 
does not have irrefutable proof and sci-
entific certainty of the link between 
dioxin and herbicide and spina bifida 
beg the issue. It is a scientific fact, as 
the most recent NAS study confirms, 
that there is more than a casual con-
nection between agent orange and 
spina bifida. Given this fact, I believe 
it is prudent—not to mention compas-
sionate—that we err on the side of the 
innocent children who have been 
stricken with this horrible disease. 

Furthermore, arguments regarding 
the proliferation and the cost of enti-
tlement I think only serve to obfuscate 
or cloud the issue and fail to address 
the issue at hand, which is our respon-
sibility to the children of those who 
bravely served our country during the 
Vietnam war. 

I would like to point out—you have 
heard me make this argument before— 
that the truth is in America no one 
goes without help. Everyone gets 
helped. Every child with spina bifida 
who has been a victim of this situation 
will get health care treatment one way 
or the other. The only question is who 
will pay for it. Whether or not it is a 
family that is required to pay for the 
cost associated with the lifelong health 
care associated with this horrible ill-
ness, or whether or not it is the insur-
ance companies which, of course, 
means that all of us who have private 
insurance pay more—whether or not it 
will be the ratepayers who pay—the in-
surance company bills will be made 
higher because, as you know, for those 
who are insured it does not cover the 
universe of people in this country who 
will need health care. 

So here is really an efficient way of 
addressing these health care costs for 
which there has been a causal connec-
tion as demonstrated by the NAS study 
and, frankly, by common sense and ob-
servation. 

The fact that we have so many people 
with spina bifida, which is showing up 

among the children of Vietnam vet-
erans who were exposed to agent or-
ange, ought to compel us to give the 
benefit of the doubt to those children 
and to the servicemen and women who 
served our country and deserve better 
than to be called upon to be put in 
jeopardy if they are not going to be 
able to pay for their children’s health 
care because of their service. 

Most important, the opposition 
places process over what I think is our 
duty, whether it is fairness, or whether 
it is our obligation or compassion, and 
does nothing to improve the well-being 
of innocent children who have been 
stricken by this disease. 

I believe that we have a responsi-
bility to care for the health of those 
who served in our Nation’s armed serv-
ices, particularly those who answered 
the Nation’s call to duty in defense of 
democracy in a military conflict. 

When our men and women joined the 
military we promised to give them the 
best training, the finest equipment, 
and to care for them and their families 
should they become casualties of war. 
Passage of this amendment is simply 
an acknowledgment of that commit-
ment. While these brave men and 
women sacrificed for our community as 
a whole, it seems to me that it is our 
duty to keep our promise to them and 
to provide some means for the kind of 
support and medical expenses associ-
ated with this devastating disease. 

We have a contract with our vet-
erans—a contract that is both irrev-
ocable and inviolate. If we break this 
contract we send a disturbing message 
to our men and women in uniform that 
America is giving lip service to their 
sacrifice and to their service and that 
we cannot be counted on to honor the 
commitment should there be a situa-
tion occur such as the birth of a child 
with a debilitating disease; that is, to 
care for them or their dependents 
should they become disabled as a result 
of their service to our Nation, and it 
ought to be something for which there 
is unanimous support by our citizens 
and society. I can think of nothing 
that would more adversely affect and 
impact the morale of those now serving 
in our Armed Forces than to turn our 
back on them for the condition of their 
sick children. 

Mr. President, our responsibility and 
obligation to our veterans was best ar-
ticulated by the most favorite of the 
favorite sons and daughters of my 
State of Illinois, Abraham Lincoln, 
who in his second inaugural address 
said: ‘‘To care for him who shall have 
borne the battle, and for his widow and 
his orphan * * *’’ Today, of course, we 
would acknowledge the contribution 
and participation of the men and 
women in our military in the defense of 
our country. That change notwith-
standing, President Lincoln’s words are 
as valid today as when they were first 
131 years ago. In the spirit of our obli-
gation ‘‘To care for him who shall have 
borne the battle, and for his widow and 
his orphan,’’ or his children I think is 

embodied in Senator DASCHLE’s amend-
ment. I hope that we will recognize 
those arguments, notwithstanding the 
overarching responsibility that we 
have in this situation to support this 
legislation. It is sensible for us to do 
so. It is the important thing for us to 
do, and certainly it is in keeping with 
our inviolate commitment to the vet-
erans. 

So I rise in strong support of the 
amendment, and I hope that our col-
leagues will support it as well. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

role. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5191 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is Amendment 5191 of-
fered by the Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we 
are ready to go to a rollcall vote. 

Mr. BOND. But before I ask for the 
yeas and nays, I will advise my col-
leagues that while we have been at 
work here our colleague, Senator 
ABRAHAM and his wife, Jane, are the 
proud parents of a healthy baby boy. 
We offer them our congratulations and 
our very best wishes. 

On the HELMS amendment, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no further debate, the question now 
is on agreeing to amendment No. 5191, 
as modified. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.] 

YEAS—98 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 

Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 

Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
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Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 

Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 

Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Murkowski 

The amendment (No. 5191), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. I move tolay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5192 

(Purpose: To require that health plans pro-
vide coverage for a minimum hospital stay 
for a mother and child following the birth 
of the child, and for other purposes) 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD-
LEY], for himself, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
FRIST, and others, proposes an amendment 
numbered 5192. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment that deals with the 
Newborns Act. It is an attempt to re-
quire at least 48 hours for a childbirth. 

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5193 TO AMENDMENT NO. 5192 

(Purpose: To require that health plans pro-
vide coverage for a minimum hospital stay 
for a mother and child following the birth 
of the child, and for other purposes) 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, a number 

of my colleagues have expressed con-
cern regarding a provision in the 
amendment just sent to the desk which 
appears to have a conflict in it. I wish 
to offer a second-degree amendment at 
this time to clarify the intent of the 
legislation. Specifically, language was 
added to the section on postdelivery 

care to clarify that it is the attending 
provider, in consultation with the 
mother, that determines the appro-
priate location for followup services in 
combination with an earlier discharge 
which is less than 48 hours. It is con-
fusing as initially written because the 
amendment appears to give the mother 
the option of demanding home care re-
gardless of the attending provider’s as-
sessment of their individual needs. 

This decision is most appropriately 
made in cooperation with the provider 
and the mother. Therefore my second- 
degree amendment strikes the lan-
guage which appears to conflict with 
this intent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator intend to offer this amend-
ment at this point? 

Mr. FRIST. Yes, I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST], 

for himself and Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 5193 to amendment 
No. 5192. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. FRIST. Let me just briefly close 
by saying one other thing that this sec-
ond-degree amendment does. The 
amendment guards against monetary 
incentives directed at discharging 
mothers and babies before the attend-
ing provider feels it is appropriate. 
Specifically, my second-degree amend-
ment provides language sought by 
health plans to provide that nothing in 
this bill interferes with rate nego-
tiators between a plan and a provider. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I wel-

come the second-degree amendment by 
the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee. I do think he clarifies my own 
intent in the original amendment. I be-
lieve that it is important. It adds to 
the purpose of the original amendment. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
offered and that has been second- 
degreed by the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee I think is a very impor-
tant amendment. His is offered on be-
half of himself and me. I offered mine 
on behalf of myself and him, as well as 
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator KASSEBAUM, the rank-
ing member Senator KENNEDY, Senator 
DEWINE, Senator MURRAY. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all 52 cosponsors of this 
amendment be listed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COSPONSORS 
The following Senators have cosponsored 

the Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act as of September 5, 1996. 

Bill Bradley. 
Nancy Kassebaum. 
Bill Frist. 
Jay Rockefeller. 
Barbara Boxer. 
Barbara Mikulski. 
Paul Sarbanes. 
Patty Murray. 
Mike DeWine. 
Harry Reid. 
Claiborne Pell. 
Edward Kennedy. 
Paul Simon. 
Paul Wellstone. 
Carol Moseley-Braun. 
Richard Bryan. 
Wendell Ford. 
Frank Lautenberg. 
Daniel Inouye. 
Ben Nighthorse Campbell. 
Robert Kerrey. 
Mitch McConnell. 
Carl Levin. 
Jesse Helms. 
Charles Grassley. 
Pete Domenici. 
John Kerry. 
Olympia Snowe. 
Alan Simpson. 
Patrick Leahy. 
John Glenn. 
Charles Robb. 
Ted Stevens. 
Diane Feinstein. 
Joe Biden. 
Rod Grams. 
Alfonse D’Amato. 
Ernest Hollings. 
Kay Bailey-Hutchison. 
Herb Kohl. 
Bob Graham. 
John Warner. 
Pat Moynihan. 
Chris Dodd. 
John Breaux. 
Larry Pressler. 
Arlen Specter. 
Bill Cohen. 
James Inhofe. 
Max Baucus. 
Byron Dorgan. 
Ron Wyden. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Of these cosponsors, 

19 are Republican. So this is a bipar-
tisan amendment and a bipartisan bill. 
What the bill does is very simple. It 
says that insurers are required to allow 
48 hours, up to 48 hours, for a woman in 
the hospital after giving birth and re-
quires insurers to allow up to 96 hours 
if that birth is a Caesarean section. 

If the mother and her doctor choose 
to leave the hospital in less than 24 
hours, less than 48 hours, she is per-
mitted to do so. There is nothing in 
this bill that says that she cannot 
leave earlier. Followup care will be 
provided if she leaves earlier. 

Mr. President, why is this amend-
ment needed? Why are we offering this 
amendment? The answer is because all 
of us, I am sure, have received reports 
of women in our respective States 
being required to leave a hospital prior 
to 48 hours, in some cases prior to 24 
hours. In California, for example, in 
1994, for 1 in 6 babies that were born, 
the mother had to leave the hospital in 
less than 24 hours. That is for 90,000 
births. 
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The problem here is that some ill-

nesses do not develop until the second 
day. If the mother were in the hospital, 
they would be able to detect it and deal 
with it. A good example is jaundice, 
which does not really develop until the 
second day. Heart defects are another. 
What happens is that the mother is 
pushed out of the hospital. She goes 
home after 12, 14 hours, 16 hours, 26 
hours. In the second day jaundice is de-
tected, or worse, a heart defect, and 
the mother is rushed back to the hos-
pital at a much greater cost. 

In New Hampshire, for example, 
there was the study that showed that 
women who leave the hospital in less 
than 48 hours have a 50-percent in-
creased risk of readmission to the hos-
pital, a 70-percent increase in risk to be 
readmitted at the emergency room. So 
in the long run, by saying that some-
one has to leave in 24 hours, you are 
really saying it is going to cost more, 
it is going to cost more because the re-
admission and the treating of the more 
serious illness could have been avoided 
had she been in the hospital when it 
was first detected. 

So, Mr. President, the need here is 
very clear. It is kind of common sense. 
I mean, my distinguished cosponsor on 
this bill, Senator FRIST, refers to a safe 
haven of time, 48 hours. That is why it 
is needed. Who supports this amend-
ment and this bill? It is supported by 
the American Medical Association. The 
American Academy of Pediatrics sup-
ports this. The College of Obstetricians 
and Gynecologists supports this. 

In fact, the Academy of Pediatrics, 
their recommended guideline is 48 
hours. Gynecologists and obstetricians, 
48 hours is the guideline they set. That 
is how we arrived at this number. Why 
48 hours? Because the doctors in ques-
tion recommended that. The obstetri-
cians and gynecologists stated that, if 
we keep the 24-hour limit, ‘‘it could be 
the equivalent of a large uncontrolled, 
uninformed experiment on women and 
babies.’’ 

We all want to reduce health care 
costs. We can do so without jeopard-
izing the health of mothers and their 
newborns. Again, who makes the deci-
sion? That is really the question here. 
We believe that the person who makes 
the decision should be the doctor and 
the mother, that the decision should 
not be made by an accountant in a dis-
tant office seeking cost savings and 
forcing women out of hospitals within 
12 to 14 hours after they have given 
birth to their child. 

This is the basic question: Who 
makes the decision? We have stories all 
across the land of doctors who have 
been put under great financial pressure 
to discharge in 24 hours or less or they 
will be dropped from health plans. 

So, Mr. President, this is needed be-
cause there is a clear health problem 
with women who are discharged too 
early. The 48-hour and 96-hour for Cae-
sarean section limits were set pursuant 
to the guidelines of the American 
Academy of Pediatrics and the Amer-

ican College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists. 

A number of States have already 
acted on this. Twenty-eight States 
have passed laws requiring a 48-hour 
limit. Why, then, do we need a national 
law, people ask. You need a national 
law obviously for the other States that 
have not passed it, but even if all of 
them passed it, you would still have 
many in a State that would be unaf-
fected by the State law. 

For example, we need a Federal law 
to get at the so-called ERISA plans, 
the self-insured plans, the plans of 
large companies like Boeing, IBM, 3M, 
Dupont, and others. They would not be 
affected by a State law because they 
are self-insuring ERISA, controlled by 
Federal law. 

There is also another problem, at 
least in my State of New Jersey. There 
is a State law that says you have 48 
hours, but the law says the State has 
no authority to regulate insurance 
companies that are headquartered in a 
different State, Mr. President. So there 
are large numbers of people who are 
not covered then, of course, in States 
like Kansas, Missouri, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania, New York. You might 
have a 48-hour law in a particular 
State, but you might have a hospital in 
another State, and when you gave 
birth to the child in a hospital in an-
other State, you would not be covered 
by the 48 hours and you would be 
pushed out of the hospital in 24 hours. 

That, not coincidentally, would have 
been the case in my own family when 
our daughter was born. The birth was 
delivered across the line in New York— 
24 hours, you are out. 

We need this national law in order to 
make sure women have 48 hours to stay 
in a hospital. There are some places, 
for example, in Kansas, 40 percent of 
the companies—only 40 percent—would 
be subject to regulation under just a 
State law. In some States, 75 percent of 
the women are uncovered because 
State laws do not and cannot reach 
them as they are now written. 

Now, Mr. President, this is an issue 
that came to my attention because I 
had several letters from women who 
had been subjected to this rigid 24- 
hour-and-you’re-out policy. Drive- 
through deliveries is what they are 
called. There was an article about it, 
after this came to my attention, in 
Good Housekeeping magazine, and 
someone, the author of the article, put 
a little box in the article that said if 
you care about this issue, write to Sen-
ator BRADLEY. 

Mr. President, I have received, since 
that article appeared about a year and 
a half ago, more mail than I have re-
ceived on any one issue, with the ex-
ception of interest and dividend with-
holding, in my entire 18 years. I re-
ceived over 85,000 pieces of mail from 
women and families of women in this 
country who have been pushed out of 
the hospital in less than 24 hours. Now, 
I do not intend to read a long list of 
these letters—85,000 is a long time. We 

want to move this amendment as 
quickly as possible. Let me share two 
with you. 

The McCloskeys, who live outside 
Philadelphia, write: 

Our daughter Shannon was discharged 
from the hospital approximately 27 hours 
after birth. After only 8 hours at home, she 
went into seizures and we had to rush her 
back to the emergency room. She was diag-
nosed with streptococcus. The timing of our 
arrival at the hospital was critical, and we 
feared for her life. The doctor told us that if 
we had arrived at the hospital 15 minutes 
later, she would have been dead. 

Linda Dunn of Knoxville, TN, writes: 

We almost lost my grandson, Brantley, be-
cause of an early hospital release. Brantley 
was one month premature and was born via 
a Caesarean section. In spite of this, he was 
released with his mother only 36 hours after 
the birth. Within 20 minutes of arriving 
home, Brantley choked, quit breathing, and 
was rushed to Children’s Hospital in Knox-
ville, where he was placed in neonatal inten-
sive care and noted as having ‘‘a serious, life- 
threatening episode.’’ The frightening part of 
the scenario was that if I had not been 
trained in infant resuscitation at my prior 
job, the baby would simply be dead. 

Mr. President, if the baby were in the 
hospital, the baby would not have been 
even risking death. In the first 48 hours 
when some baby started to turn sort of 
a greenish color and jaundiced, it 
would be recognized and dealt with im-
mediately. You are a first-time mother 
and you have a child, you are forced 
out of the hospital, you do not know 
quite what to do and you arrive home 
with the baby. In the first 24 hours you 
have a life-threatening health problem; 
you do not have anybody to turn to. 
Mr. President, that is why we need this 
bill. 

I might also say that there were peo-
ple who say you will not get any sup-
port from the insurance industry or 
HMO’s, that they are the bad guys 
here. Mr. President, that is not nec-
essarily so. We have letters of endorse-
ment for this bill from one of the larg-
est HMO’s in the country, Kaiser 
Permanente. We have an endorsement 
from the HIP plan of New York-New 
Jersey. 

Mr. President, this bill has 52 cospon-
sors, 33 who are Democrat, 19 who are 
Republican. This passed out of the 
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee 14 to 2. In the House, the leader 
on this legislation is a Republican, 
GERALD SOLOMON, with GEORGE MILLER 
as his No. 1 helper in this effort. They 
have over 150 cosponsors. 

It is time to do this amendment. It is 
time to do it now. I hope we will pass 
it on this bill and that we will send it 
to conference and hopefully the con-
ference will hold this amendment, say 
to those hundreds of thousands of 
women out there who are going to give 
birth in the next 6 months that you are 
not going to be rushed out of the hos-
pital. You will have a little time to 
take care of the health problem of your 
child if it should develop. You will have 
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a little time to gather yourself after an 
exhausting delivery. You will have a 
little time to get you and your baby off 
to a right start, a healthy start, be-
cause the U.S. Senate saw fit on this 
bill at this time to say that 48 hours is 
not too much to require an insurance 
company to give you after giving birth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). The Senator from Dela-
ware. 

Mr. BIDEN. I want to thank Senator 
BRADLEY. This issue was called to my 
attention by someone reading Good 
Housekeeping who asked me why ev-
erybody was writing to BRADLEY. I con-
tacted Senator BRADLEY and wanted to 
know more about what he was talking 
about because I was hearing about this 
and found it hard to believe. You hear 
so many rumors today, so many people 
are upset about HMO’s—much of it le-
gitimate, some of it not legitimate— 
that you hear these horror stories. 

Quite frankly, when I first heard this 
back in my home State, I really did not 
believe that some HMO’s and insurance 
companies were actually doing this. I 
did not think it was a joke, but I 
thought it was a clear misunder-
standing on the part of the people who 
were saying this was happening—24 
hours and you are out. 

This is, quite frankly, very scary. 
The potential danger is real. Think 
back, those of you women and men on 
this floor when you were young par-
ents, to the first child you had and 
think back to when you brought that 
child home. I know this is a distant 
memory for some of us, myself in-
cluded, but remember how it was. You 
brought that baby home, and when 
your wife turned and handed the baby 
to you, your first concern was maybe, 
‘‘Is it going to break?’’ Or, ‘‘I don’t 
know what I am going to do here, I’m 
not sure.’’ Then your wife, no matter 
how instinctively good a mother she is, 
used to go, in the first couple days the 
baby was home, and literally lean over 
the crib to make sure the baby was 
breathing. How many of you actually 
leaned over the crib and stuck your ear 
down to see if you could literally hear 
the baby breathing? The reason I point 
that out is the baby was healthy. Your 
children were, 99 percent of the time, 
healthy and nothing was wrong. But 
the point is, you didn’t know. There 
are so many young mothers. The trag-
edy is that there are teenagers giving 
birth to children. The tragedy is that 
there are thousands of unwed mothers 
out there. What do they do when they 
go home—you may say that maybe 
they shouldn’t be in that position, but 
they are—without anybody even hav-
ing an opportunity to instruct them on 
how to deal with the baby, what to 
look for? These are very basic little 
things, just basic things. 

So I contacted the Delaware Medical 
Association and other doctors in Dela-
ware. I wanted to know what their view 
on this was before I cosponsored Sen-
ator BRADLEY’s bill. I was pleasantly 
surprised when the leading pediatri-

cians and ob/gyn’s showed up at a 
meeting I held and they unanimously 
supported the Bradley proposal. It was 
unanimous. Usually, you get some kind 
of heat when the Government is going 
to indicate that something must be 
done or when the Government is going 
to dictate something. In this case, it 
would dictate that an insurance com-
pany can’t throw you out in 48 hours or 
24 hours if the doctor says no. But here 
you had all these doctors, who are no 
fans of Government intervention, every 
one of them saying this is important. I 
will not take the time now to recount 
what they said because we want to 
move along. But, they gave me specific 
story after story, incident after inci-
dent, in just that one long breakfast 
meeting, of specific cases they had per-
sonally handled. This was 21 or 22 pedi-
atricians and obstetricians. It amazed 
me. The intensity of their political 
views and the variation of their views 
was wide. 

So the only real mystery to me is, 
why in the devil is it taking us so long 
to pass this? That is the real mystery. 
The mystery to me is no longer if it is 
needed; the mystery is no longer that 
enough Members of Congress want it; 
the mystery to me is, who is stopping 
it? Why? Who is stopping this? Why 
isn’t it done already? 

Now, you know the fact of the matter 
is that this is not the usual vehicle to 
pass this. I understand my friend from 
New Jersey concluded that he is get-
ting all kinds of promises that we can 
bring this up and will have a chance to 
vote on it. I have not had a chance to 
speak to him about this point, but I as-
sume the reason he is attaching it here 
is that his patience is running a little 
thin. He wants to make sure that be-
fore we go out of session we get a 
chance to act on something that clear-
ly a majority of people want. So the 
biggest mystery to me is not why it is 
needed, not why it is important, not 
why do doctors support it, not why do 
mothers support it, but why hasn’t it 
been done? 

Now, I know that speed was not what 
my colleague was known for on the 
court—I am only joking, Senator. I 
want to make it clear that he could go 
to his left and right and he could do ev-
erything on the court. He is a Hall of 
Famer. But the fact of the matter is, 
the reason it is not being done is not 
for the lack of my friend’s pushing it. 
Although I imagine we are going to 
hear that this is not the vehicle—the 
HUD appropriations bill—to put this 
on, we are running out of runway and 
running out of time. A lot of women 
and a lot of children are at risk. Some 
would say, oh, what difference does it 
make to wait another month? In an-
other month we are out of here, which 
means waiting until next year, and 
waiting until next year means the end 
of the next year. So the health and 
safety of hundreds of thousands of 
women and children are at risk here. It 
is a really basic proposition. 

Let me conclude by reiterating one 
point. A lot of my colleagues and indi-

viduals have asked me about this. And 
because they have not focused on it, I 
suspect, they did not understand one of 
the first points the Senator made when 
he took the floor, and that is, why 
don’t they do it at the State level? 
Why not get this done at the State 
level? The Senator explained ERISA. 
The bottom line of this is that, in Dela-
ware, only about 15 percent of the peo-
ple with health insurance would be af-
fected by a State law that my State is 
passing. My State is passing a law say-
ing leave it to the doctor to decide. 
Notwithstanding that, those State leg-
islators have come to me and said, we 
need a national law, because even with 
the State acting, and acting promptly, 
only 15 percent—15 percent—of the peo-
ple with health insurance would be 
positively affected by the State law. To 
put it another way, the other 85 per-
cent are out. They are out, without 
Federal legislation. 

I see Congressman SOLOMON on the 
floor. I thank him for his leadership. I 
thank Senator BRADLEY on this side for 
calling my attention to this and mak-
ing me realize that this was not some 
exaggerated criticism of HMO’s—which 
I honestly thought was the case when I 
first heard it in my State, that this 
was one of these horror stories that 
had been blown out of proportion. It is 
real, it is genuine, and the bottom line 
is that this will make a difference in 
the lives of mothers and their children. 
We should not wait any longer. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee is recognized. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the bill 

before us, the Newborns’ and Mothers’ 
Health Protection Act of 1996, does one 
very simple thing. I refer to it as a 
‘‘safe haven.’’ It guarantees a safe 
haven for care of mothers and their 
newborn infants during the immediate 
postdelivery period. That period of 
time is 48 hours after delivery, that 
postdelivery period. I have been very 
aware of the potential for having Gov-
ernment get too involved, but it does 
this without excessive interference by 
the Government in the health care sys-
tem. 

As background, maternity care 
today—many people don’t know this— 
is the most frequent reason for hos-
pitalization today. Hospital stays of 24 
hours or less have indeed become the 
norm in many parts of the country for 
those routine, uncomplicated vaginal 
deliveries. Sometimes hospitalizations 
are as short as 12 hours and even 6 
hours. However, adopting this approach 
of a 6-hour discharge, or even a 12-hour 
discharge, to the general population, 
and not being able to predict every 
time which child will have a ventric-
ular arterial contraction or a defect, it 
has not proven to be uniformly success-
ful. 

This bill ensures appropriate cov-
erage. Let me make it clear. It does 
not mean 48 hours for everybody in the 
hospital. People can still be discharged 
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at 12 hours or 24 hours. What this bill 
says is that the insurance company 
does not decide when you are dis-
charged, but it is you, the mother, in 
consultation with the physician. The 
physician and mother decide, the two 
of them, not an insurance company. 

Why has all of this become an issue 
today in 1996 when it was not an issue 
8 or 10 years ago? Over the last several 
years, we have seen how these progres-
sively shortened hospital stays have, in 
some cases, hurt new mothers and 
their infants. These cases that will be 
referred to have been brought to the 
attention of physicians, have been 
brought to the attention of the Amer-
ican people, and have been brought to 
the attention of the U.S. Congress. 
Problems for both the mothers as well 
as the infants—either one of them—can 
simply occur with too early a dis-
charge. 

Today with the evolution of care in 
our rapidly changing health care sys-
tem there are certain dynamics which 
can and do raise their heads that en-
courage too early discharge overruling 
the mother and overruling what the 
physician regards as being in the best 
interests of that child or that mother. 
The decision for discharge should re-
main with the health care provider in 
consultation with the mother. 

Changes in maternity stay have oc-
curred over the last 2 decades. We only 
need to look back at older brothers and 
sisters and see how long they were in 
the hospital, or how long we were kept 
in the hospital and compare it to 
today. Mothers used to stay in the hos-
pital routinely for 5 days or more. At 
the same time—remember this is not 
that long ago—infants were frequently 
isolated from mothers and brought to 
them only at nursing time. And moth-
ers were heavily sedated during birth. 
And fathers very, very rarely were 
present at the delivery of their infants 
and children. 

Over time—again it has been over the 
last 30 years—this type of delivery en-
vironment was recognized as being ab-
normal and unacceptable to many peo-
ple—to parents who asked for more, 
and who won more appropriate care for 
this most natural of all events; that is 
birth. But increasing emphasis was 
placed on returning home as soon as 
possible. Many people wanted to get 
back home. 

This legislation does not discourage 
innovation, creativity, new environ-
ments in which this delivery can be 
carried out; this birthing can be car-
ried out. Alternatives to hospital deliv-
ery have become available. We now 
have birthing centers under the super-
vision of other types of health care pro-
viders, not just physicians, but mid-
wives. All of this experience which has 
occurred in the last 20 years has taught 
us much about what is necessary, what 
is not necessary, what is safe, and what 
is not safe for the delivery during a 
normal pregnancy. Midwives carefully 
screen their mothers for such deliv-
eries, prepare the parents for this expe-

rience, and visit their patients shortly 
after discharge. 

And in this framework of carefully- 
crafted policy mothers and their 
newborns are frequently ready—yes, 
ready—to return home as early as 6 
hours after delivery. But then on the 
flip side insurers—again not all insur-
ers—but insurers seeing these results 
have been attracted by the successful 
outcomes and by the opportunity to de-
crease costs and free up funds which 
can be utilized elsewhere in the sys-
tem—all of that can be a laudable goal. 
But an overvigorous institution of a 
policy of early discharge without 
enough attention paid to potential con-
sequences when this approach is inap-
propriately applied has resulted in the 
situation in which we find ourselves 
today. 

Health care providers—that is physi-
cians and midwives—frequently feel 
undue pressure to discharge a mother 
and her infant before they believe it is 
in the best interest of their patients. 
We just simply cannot let that happen. 
I concluded that in this limited situa-
tion in which there has been excess in-
terference in the exercise of a physi-
cian’s best interest of the patient, a 
physician’s responsibility for his or her 
patient, Federal legislation is justified. 

Very quickly, what does this bill do? 
Number one, as I said, it provides a 
safe haven of time during which those 
making the decision about discharge 
are those most directly involved—the 
mother—and the health care provider. 
Many times I will hear from my med-
ical colleagues who will tell me that 
sometime in that 48- or 96-hour period 
a health care provider will receive a 
phone call, and say, ‘‘We need to en-
courage your patient to leave earlier.’’ 
Then you may think it is in the best 
interest of that patient. That is simply 
unsatisfactory today. 

No. 2, this bill guarantees that in 
those cases where the provider in con-
sultation with the mother decides that 
a mother and her newborn can safely 
leave the hospital before 48 hours, that 
the insurer, if they say they are in the 
business of covering maternity benefits 
during that 48-hour period, will provide 
coverage for these timely postdelivery 
care situations. 

That is very important because some 
people come, and say, ‘‘You are forcing 
people to stay in the hospital for 48 
hours.’’ We are not. The provider and 
the mother decide about discharge. If it 
is before 48 hours, timely care must be 
given by that insurance company. 

No. 3, this bill guarantees that there 
will no longer be undue pressure in the 
form of a monetary incentive to either 
the mother or the health care provider 
to discharge in less than 48 hours. 

This bill does not do several things. 
Again, to understand the bill fully, we 
need to look at those things. 

First, this bill does not require a 
mother and her newborn to stay any 
fixed time in the hospital. 

Second, this bill does not require 
that a mother go to a hospital to de-

liver her infant. It allows other types 
of environments. It allows innovation 
within our changing health care sys-
tem. 

Third, it does not preempt laws or 
regulations passed by any State that 
provide already as much or more pro-
tection for the mother and her infant 
than is provided in this bill. 

Many mothers are ready for early 
discharge, and many health care sys-
tems have the appropriate safeguards 
in place for this to occur, but not all, 
and that is why we need this legisla-
tion. With time more will provide ap-
propriate prenatal preparation and fol-
low up. However, now and in the fu-
ture, it should always be the health 
care provider in consultation with the 
mother who will decide when the moth-
er is ready to go home with her new-
born child and to what environment. 

The amendment before the Senate 
guarantees this period of time which I 
call a safe haven for this decision-
making process to be carried out. It is 
the best and the only way to support 
the successful transition for mother 
with child to mother caring for child. 

What will be appropriate for health 
care in the 21st century? There is no 
way for us to predict now and, thus, in 
this bill we have the flexibility to 
allow innovative solutions to the prob-
lems that may face us in the future. It 
is not a rigid bill. 

Professional organizations such as 
the American College of Obstetrics and 
Gynecology and the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics have endorsed the 
bill. Some managed care plans have en-
dorsed the bill as well. The National 
Association for Home Care has en-
dorsed the bill. The American Medical 
Association supports the bill and their 
comment is basically that this bill 
does not dictate medical practice nor 
lock medical care into statute. It re-
stores the clinical autonomy of doctors 
and their patients to make the best de-
cision about health care for women and 
their newborns. It provides flexibility 
for early discharge when both the 
mother and physician agree on an ab-
breviated stay. 

It is also endorsed by the American 
Nurses Association, the Association of 
Women’s Health, Obstetrics and 
Gynecologic Nurses, the March of 
Dimes Birth Defect Foundation, the 
Consortium for Citizens with Disabil-
ities, the American Association for 
University Affiliated Programs, and a 
number of other organizations. 

Mr. President, I opened by saying 
that I am not a fan of big Government 
intruding into our health care. But in 
very specific situations—situations 
where the care of patients is being re-
stricted in many ways I think to the 
detriment of society—there is a point 
for Government to stand up. At the 
same time we must guard against a 
one-size-fits-all health care system, or 
to use the Federal Government to 
micromanage those difficult cost-ben-
efit tradeoffs that every health care 
plan must make. 
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However, I do believe that there are 

times when it is appropriate for Gov-
ernment to provide guidance by setting 
national rules. This is one of those 
times. The challenge is to do so in a 
way that protects the individual but 
still allows the necessary flexibility for 
the system to respond appropriately 
and in a timely manner to a rapidly 
changing health care environment. 

This bill does exactly that. There-
fore, I urge all of my Senate colleagues 
to join me in supporting this important 
and timely piece of legislation. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I only 

want to ask a question. I am not going 
to speak. 

Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi-
dent. After this amendment is disposed 
of, is there some pending business by 
order or what will be the pending busi-
ness? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After the 
Bradley and Frist amendment is dis-
posed of, the bill will be open for fur-
ther amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Is there a time 
agreement on the amendment that is 
pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And do I understand 
then a Senator taking the floor and 
getting recognized with an amendment 
would be the pending business after the 
disposition of this amendment? Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to state 
to the Senate that when this matter is 
disposed of, I do intend with the aid 
and assistance of my able friend, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, to call up the com-
promise Domenici-Wellstone mental 
health coverage issue as an amendment 
if possible yet today before we finish. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous 

consent that after this amendment is 
disposed of, the Domenici-Wellstone 
amendment be next in line. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I reserve the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Does the Senator 
know I asked unanimous consent that 
our amendment be brought up? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I had to reserve 
the right to object in behalf of the 
leadership because the manager de-
serves an opportunity to pass judgment 
on whether that should be granted. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I see. 
Mr. President, I will just take a mo-

ment. I certainly thank Senator BRAD-
LEY and Senator FRIST and other Sen-
ators for their leadership, and I am 

very proud to be a cosponsor of this 
amendment. I just want to make four 
points. The first one is the point the 
Senator from Delaware, [Mr. BIDEN] 
made. 

I come from a State where very sim-
ple legislation has now been passed 
with overwhelming support. The prob-
lem is, as with so many of the self-in-
sured plans, that people because of 
ERISA are just not covered at all. In 
Minnesota I think it is about only 40 
percent of the people, actually a quite 
smaller percentage in Delaware. So we 
really have to do this at the Federal 
level to provide this protection for 
women, their husbands and their chil-
dren. 

My second point, an alarming one, is 
that too many health plans are refus-
ing to provide the postpartum coverage 
both women and their physicians feel is 
necessary. Senator DOMENICI and I are 
going to talk about mental health. 
That is another example where too 
often in the plans you find discrimina-
tion or you sort of find a point where 
some of the limits set are arbitrary. 
That is exactly what is going on here. 
This is really an effort to deal with 
what some people call the drive- 
through deliveries. 

I think this amendment is long over-
due. It is not that often we can pass an 
amendment or a piece of legislation 
which so clearly connects to people’s 
lives—women’s lives, children’s lives, 
husbands’ lives, families’ lives. 

This is an extremely important 
amendment. 

Again, point one is that we do need 
to do this at the Federal level to pro-
vide this coverage to people in the 
United States. 

My second point is that we do have 
these drive-through deliveries. 

Three, as referred to by my colleague 
from Tennessee, nobody is mandating 
that a mother stay in the hospital 48 
hours. My daughter, Marcia, had a boy 
several months ago and in a day was 
more than ready to go home. But what 
I am worried about is the bottom line 
becomes the only line, and what you 
have is people discharged out of the 
hospital when they should not be and 
when they are in need of more assist-
ance or when their babies are in need of 
more assistance. So I think it is ex-
tremely important on those grounds. 

And the final point, which is dif-
ferent, is that I think this amendment 
and the fine work that was done in the 
House of Representatives speaks to a 
broader question. We are not going to 
get to it today, but I really do think 
that what is going on in the country is 
a major concentration of power in 
health care. The fact that there have 
not been a lot of changes taking place 
in the 104th Congress does not mean 
that there are not major changes tak-
ing place all around the country. 

These are rough figures; I am just 
speaking from memory here, but some-
thing like the nine largest insurance 
plans control over 60 percent of the 
managed care plans in our country 

today. I am not trying to make any 
conspiracy argument, but what I am 
trying to say is when you move toward 
this kind of concentration of power and 
you find situations when women and 
their babies are leaving the hospitals, 
really forced to leave the hospitals be-
cause they do not have the necessary 
coverage where they should be there 
that extra day, that points to a larger 
set of problems, and I think we need to 
legislatively figure out how to build 
more accountability into the system, 
how to make sure some of the care 
givers are involved in setting some of 
these standards, how to make sure that 
there is more consumer protection, 
how to make sure that while we move 
forward with cost cutting or cost con-
tainment, all of which we need to do, 
the bottom line is not the only line be-
cause when it comes to the health of a 
mother and her newborn or when it 
comes to the concerns of families, 
there is nothing more precious than 
good health. 

That is what this amendment speaks 
to in a very dramatic and very direct 
way, and I am very pleased to be an 
original cosponsor. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise in 

strong support of this amendment. I 
believe it is a major step toward insur-
ing health for newborn babies and for 
their mothers. For the last few dec-
ades, we have made great progress in 
medical care, pregnancy and child-
birth. I have had the occasion, as my 
wife has, to see this firsthand. My wife, 
Fran, had our eight children over a 
pretty widely spaced period of time. We 
have had children in the 1960’s and 
1970’s, the 1980’s, and the 1990’s. So we 
have seen a lot of changes. 

The progress during this period of 
time has certainly been measurable. In 
1968, for example, when our first child, 
Patrick, was born, there was relatively 
little in the way of prenatal education 
for the mother. Since then, with each 
new child, we have seen some truly re-
markable improvements: Prenatal 
child birthing courses now for both 
parents, ultrasound, fetal monitoring 
during labor to detect problems, birth-
ing rooms which have done a lot to 
make the whole process much easier 
and certainly much more humane. 
Fran and I have watched all of these 
innovations as they were introduced, 
refined and perfected, and we can both 
testify that as a result of these im-
provements today’s mothers are better 
prepared to deal with their pregnancies 
in a healthy way and better prepared 
to give birth. 

All that being said, we still have a 
long way to go if we want to make sure 
new mothers and their babies get the 
care they need. This amendment ad-
dresses one of the key areas in which 
we need to make substantial improve-
ments. We can no longer ignore the 
fact that today’s new mothers and 
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their babies are often being moved out 
of hospitals far faster than a real con-
cern for their health would allow. This 
is being done without any real consid-
eration for what else needs to be done 
to compensate for that quick move-
ment out of the hospital, what kind of 
additional care the mother and child 
need if the hospital stays are shorter 
and shorter, and shorter. Often, as we 
have already heard in the Chamber 
today, the mother and the baby are 
moved out of hospitals just 24 hours 
after the child is born, in some cases 
even less than that. 

If you talk to doctors, as I have, they 
will tell you that they are under a tre-
mendous amount of pressure to keep 
the new mothers moving out the hos-
pital door. The pressure is coming on 
the doctors, coming on the mothers. It 
is coming on the hospitals. I think it is 
wrong. I think it is unconscionable. 
This is a decision, as Dr. FRIST said 
just a moment ago, that should be 
made between the mother and the doc-
tor. That is who should be involved in 
this decision. It is a decision that 
should be based on the best interests of 
the mother and the child. It should 
not, frankly, be a business decision. 

When our son Patrick was born in 
1968, my wife, Fran, stayed in the hos-
pital with him for almost 5 days. That 
was standard operating procedure in 
Hamilton, OH, in 1968. When our last 
child, Anna, was born in 1992, Fran 
stayed in the hospital for 36 hours, 
about a day and a half. 

This trend is not bad in and of itself. 
In some cases, a mother might want to 
leave the hospital sooner rather than 
later. For example, back in January 
1987, my wife Fran had just given birth 
to our son Mark, when a blizzard 
threatened to hit. In fact, she gave 
birth between two blizzards—one had 
come, then we went to the hospital, 
then we were worrying about the sec-
ond one coming. So for her the choice 
was clear: either leave the hospital 
after a day and a half, or risk being 
stuck there for up to a week. Fran 
chose to take Mark home. That is what 
she did. The blizzard came just a few 
hours after we got home. 

But it is not, therefore, a question of 
mandating hospital stays. Government 
should not be in the business of doing 
this. All we are trying to do with this 
amendment is to make sure it is the 
mothers and their doctors who are 
making this important choice, a choice 
that affects the health of the mother 
and the child. 

It is also important that we not look 
at the number of hours mothers spend 
in the hospital as if it were an isolated 
issue or an isolated problem. I think we 
need to pay greater attention to the 
overall issue of postnatal care. The 
way my wife Fran likes to put it, it is 
time to make the same kind of invest-
ment in improving postnatal care as we 
have invested in prenatal care in re-
cent years. 

Let me tell another story which I 
think illustrates this. Last year, our 

daughter Jill gave birth to our second 
grandchild. At 10:55 p.m. on a Wednes-
day, the birth took place. At 2 a.m., 
Thursday morning, just about 3 hours 
later, Jill was being taught how to 
bathe the baby and other necessary in-
formation. At 7:30 that morning, they 
started marching Jill through three or 
four separate videos on child care. And 
by noon on Friday, she and the baby 
were out the hospital door. Jill, at 
least, was exhausted. 

We all realize the doctors and nurses 
who take care of our young mothers 
and their babies are the best in the 
world. They are true professionals with 
the best combination of competence 
and compassion. But they have an in-
credibly long checklist—that is lit-
erally what it is today—a long check-
list of things that they have to teach 
the new mother. Frankly, they do not 
have enough time to teach it in. Some-
times we forget the new mother needs 
some time to rest, too, especially after 
an exhausting labor, during which she 
may well have missed a night’s sleep. 
Longer hospital stays very well may be 
an answer to these problems. 

But, in addition to that, we have to 
look at the overall issue, the overall 
issue of postnatal care. Frankly, there 
ought to be more followup care for the 
mothers and their babies. As we heard 
in testimony in our committee, and as 
my daughter-in-law Karen just experi-
enced when she had her baby, the en-
lightened insurance companies, the en-
lightened HMO’s, are now building into 
the policy, building into the plan, this 
type of postnatal care, because the fact 
is that most doctors do not require a 
followup visit for a week or two. 
Frankly, as parents, sometimes it is 
hard to take a new baby out before 
then. We, therefore, need to consider 
the importance of followup in-home 
visits. This kind of followup care can 
make a huge difference, a huge dif-
ference in the welfare of the child. 

We had an experience, I think, that 
would shed a little light on this as 
well. Our youngest child, Anna, was 
born 5 weeks early, but she appeared to 
be healthy and had no medical prob-
lems. My wife, Fran, and our daughter 
Anna, were sent home after 36 hours. 
But after a few days, Anna began to 
look slightly yellowish. Fran and I 
really were not worried. We knew it 
was common for breast-fed babies to 
become slightly jaundiced. Fran was 
watching her, and about the fifth day 
she took her to the doctor. It turned 
out Anna’s bilirubin level was dan-
gerously high. Even as experienced and 
educated parents—seven other chil-
dren—we had not noticed the change 
and had not noticed how fast the 
change was occurring. If Fran had not 
taken her in when she did, there could 
have been medical complications. This 
whole incident was particularly scary 
for us. We felt we knew the danger sig-
nals, but we obviously missed them. 

This is a case of a mother and father 
who had seven children, who had been 
through this before. If it was tough for 

us, can you imagine how difficult it 
must be for a young mother, with no 
experience at all, to detect some of 
these medical problems? Therefore, we 
need to do more in this area. In fact, 
when we were considering this legisla-
tion in the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, some of my col-
leagues and I added the provision re-
quiring a study of post partum care. I 
think this study is very important and 
is, in fact, included in the pending 
amendment. 

Let me conclude by saying that 
today we are making, I think, a very 
good beginning. It is a very good begin-
ning to deal with a problem that I have 
seen firsthand, a problem I have dis-
cussed with doctors and a problem that 
I have discussed with other constitu-
ents. 

So, I commend my colleague from 
New Jersey, my colleague from Ten-
nessee, and the other cosponsors of this 
amendment for the work they have 
done, the work they have done to re-
fine the amendment and the work they 
have done to bring it to the floor of the 
Senate today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise in 

strong support of the Bradley amend-
ment. I want to say to my colleague 
before he leaves the floor, I am going 
to miss him from this Senate. This is a 
perfect example. This is a Senator who 
understands what makes a difference in 
the lives of real people and goes after 
these issues with great skill. 

I am so delighted to rise as, I think, 
the first Senator here who has ever ac-
tually given birth to testify that this is 
a very important amendment. I believe 
it will save lives. I believe it will spare 
families a great deal of heartache. 

I will explain that. First of all, it is 
just incomprehensible to me that there 
would be a one-size-fits-all prescription 
being put out by so many of the HMO’s 
today, when, in fact, each particular 
case is different from the one before. 
Not all women have an easy time giv-
ing birth. Not all babies have an easy 
time being born. There are so many 
complications, there are so many dif-
ferences, so many problems. Senator 
DEWINE spoke, I think, from the heart, 
about having the seventh child and 
still almost missing a serious problem. 
I am going to address that in my re-
marks, I say to my friend. 

I think it is important to note that 
this amendment really gives the flexi-
bility where it belongs, to the patient 
and to the doctor. I strongly believe 
that, in any medical procedure, any 
medical issue, that is where the deci-
sion belongs, in the hands of the pa-
tient and the hands of the doctor. 
Childbirth is one of the most incredible 
experiences a woman can have. It is 
probably the most exciting—more ex-
citing than winning elections. And, I 
have to say, it is also very difficult. It 
is usually very painful. Even in the 
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best of circumstances, where every-
thing just goes according to the book, 
if there is such a book, it is hard on the 
woman and it is hard on the baby— 
even a perfect birth. 

In the old days when my mother gave 
birth to me—and that’s the old days— 
she stayed in the hospital for a week or 
longer. When I had my children, I 
stayed in the hospital for several days. 
It was very important, because I gave 
birth to premature babies, and they 
were there in little incubators. In those 
days, they did not even let you hold 
the babies, but I so wanted to be close 
to them, and I was able to stay in the 
hospital several days while I got 
stronger, and I watched them happily 
grow stronger. 

When my daughter gave birth just a 
year ago, or so, the hospital figured she 
would stay in for 24 hours. She asked 
her doctor if she could stay in for 2 
days. She felt she needed that extra 
day. Fortunately, he intervened on her 
behalf and she got to stay in for 48 
hours and was very grateful for that. 

I do not think that should be a gift 
from an insurance company. I think 
that ought to be something that is ab-
solutely a right of a patient. When we 
have gone from women staying in the 
hospital for a week or 10 days down to 
where they are being thrown out after 
a day, believe me, women are not any 
stronger today physically than they 
were then. It is the same thing. So it 
just doesn’t add up. 

Particularly new mothers need that 
option, it seems to me. They need to 
know how to nurse their children. That 
may sound strange, but I want to say 
for the benefit of my colleagues that 
nursing a baby takes a little bit get-
ting used to. You have to learn how to 
do it. That added day in the hospital is 
very important to become comfortable 
with your baby, to understand the 
signs to look for if there is trouble. 
And that brings me to the issue that 
Senator DEWINE spoke about, the jaun-
dice. 

The fact is that many babies do be-
come jaundiced, and it is easy to treat 
it with light, if you know what to look 
for. But many of these mothers, be-
cause it takes a while for the jaundice 
to develop, are out of that hospital 
within 24 hours and are not prepared, 
and terrible consequences can flow 
from that. 

In the case of my own grandchild, 
they noticed something right before 
they left. They told her to watch for 
jaundice, and it happened. They had to 
come over and bring the little light 
boxes into the home. 

So I just want to say to my col-
league, that added chance, that extra 
24 hours can make a great difference. I 
am very glad he put in the RECORD that 
Kaiser Permanente supports this. They 
are a huge HMO in California. I could 
not be more proud of them for that. 

Again, I thank my colleague for 
bringing an issue to the floor of the 
Senate that is extremely important to 
the families of America. I am so proud 

that I had a moment or five or six to 
speak to your amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WYDEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I, too, rise to speak in 

support of the Bradley-Frist amend-
ment. I am going to be very brief this 
afternoon, but I did want to take a 
minute or two and discuss a General 
Accounting Office report that I will 
have coming out next week. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office has summarized 
a number of findings in a report for me, 
which report will be available next 
week, and I would like to discuss those 
findings very briefly. 

First, it seems to me that, if you pass 
this important legislation, our country 
increases the odds that the next gen-
eration gets off to a healthy start. 
That is what this legislation is all 
about: getting off to a healthy start. 

As I mentioned, I asked the General 
Accounting Office a number of months 
ago to help the Congress identify the 
risks attributable to foreshortened hos-
pital stays for mothers and their 
newborns, as well as to analyze health 
care plans on how well they provide 
postpartum care. 

The General Accounting Office has 
given me a letter, Mr. President, that I 
will make a part of the RECORD this 
afternoon, but I would like to summa-
rize very briefly just four of the find-
ings in the General Accounting Office 
report that they will have next week. 

The first is the General Accounting 
Office has pinpointed studies analyzing 
readmission statistics that indicate 
that babies staying less than 48 hours 
do, in fact, have a higher rate of rehos-
pitalization for health problems. 

The General Accounting Office con-
cludes that not every early discharge is 
a danger to each and every child, but 
certainly there are studies that do in-
dicate that readmission statistics dem-
onstrate that babies staying less than 
48 hours do, in fact, have a higher rate 
of rehospitalization. 

Second, the General Accounting Of-
fice has found that a number of the dis-
charge plans are simply that they are 
just a drive-by delivery with no at- 
home follow up to ensure that the 
mother and the child are doing well. 

Third, the General Accounting Office 
has found that while a number of the 
States do have laws on the books that 
deal with this practice, not all of the 
insured individuals, and certainly some 
of the most vulnerable of America’s 
families, are protected by these laws. 
So I think it is fair to conclude that 
there is a very significant variation 
with respect to consumer protection in 
terms of State laws, and I think that, 
too, makes a compelling argument for 
the Bradley-Frist legislation. 

Fourth—and I close with this point, 
because I think it is the most signifi-
cant one and, in and of itself, makes 
the case for the Bradley-Frist bipar-
tisan legislation—the General Account-

ing Office has found that a significant 
number of plans offer doctors alter-
native financial incentives for early 
discharge and significant penalties for 
keeping young mothers and babies in 
the hospital longer than the plans 
would like. So what we have—and I 
point out that this will be the first 
Government study looking at this 
problem—is already significant evi-
dence that two sets of disincentives to 
good health for young families exists 
on the basis of the GAO report: first, 
the question of plans offering financial 
incentives for early discharge and, sec-
ond, the matter of heavy penalties that 
the GAO has found in a number of in-
stances for keeping young mothers and 
babies in the hospital longer than the 
plans would like. 

What it comes down to—and I sure 
hope we get a unanimous vote in a few 
minutes with respect to this legisla-
tion—is that this Congress has a 
chance to put some votes behind all of 
the family-friendly rhetoric. 

I am very hopeful that the Bradley- 
Frist legislation will pass on a bipar-
tisan basis. I think that the Senator 
from New Jersey has contributed so 
much, but what an important bill on 
which to finish a stellar career. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from the General Accounting Of-
fice to which I referred. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GAO, HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
HUMAN SERVICES DIVISION, 

Washington, DC, September 4, 1996. 
Hon. RON WYDEN, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR WYDEN: To contain costs, 
some health care plans have adopted guide-
lines to shorten hospital stays associated 
with maternity care—the most common con-
dition requiring hospitalization. Some plans 
have limited hospital coverage for mothers 
and their newborns to a maximum of 24 
hours after delivery. As a result, between 
1980 and 1994, the percent of 1-day 
postpartum hospital stays rose from about 9 
percent to about 40 percent of all births. 
Many in the medical community have voiced 
concerns that these shortened stays expose 
newborns to undue risks. 

To better understand the issues involved, 
you asked us to (1) identify the risks that 
are attributable to short hospital stays for 
maternity care, (2) examine health plan ac-
tions to ensure quality postpartum care for 
short-stay mothers and newborns, and (3) de-
termine state responses to concerns about 
patient protection. To do this study, we ana-
lyzed pertinent trend data and interviewed 
medical experts and representatives from 
hospital maternity programs, managed care 
organizations, home health agencies, med-
ical specialty societies, and health care 
trade associations. In briefing your staff on 
our work, we noted that our report would be 
available by the end of next week. In the in-
terim, you asked us to summarize the results 
of our work. Our key findings include the fol-
lowing: 

Guidelines issued by the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics suggest—notwithstanding 
the presence of complications—either min-
imum 2-day stays for vaginal deliveries and 
4-day stays for caesarean sections or shorter 
stays if: (1) Medical stability criteria are 
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met, (2) the decision on length of stay is 
agreed to by physician and patient, and (3) 
provisions are made for timely, comprehen-
sive followup care delivered by a maternity 
care professional. 

Neither researchers nor medical experts 
agree about the direct effect of short stays 
on maternal and newborn health. Using hos-
pital readmission rates as an indicator of ad-
verse outcome, one recent study shows no as-
sociation between the number of days a new-
born spends in the hospital and the rate of 
readmission, while other studies show in-
creased risk for newborns discharged within 
48 hours of birth. 

Some plans allow physicians flexibility to 
apply early discharge policies selectively. In 
addition, they have programs of maternity 
care services that include intensive prenatal 
assessment and education and comprehen-
sive followup care provided within 72 hours 
of discharge by a trained professional at 
home or in a clinic. We found, however, that 
some plans with shortened postpartum stays 
do not provide adequate prenatal education 
or appropriate followup services. For exam-
ple, some plans’ followup care consists of a 
phone call rather than an actual home or of-
fice visit. 

Early discharge policies have prompted 
more than half the states to enact laws that 
regulate the length of maternity stays but 
vary widely in degree of consumer protection 
and do not apply to all insured individuals. 
For example, states vary on whether the law 
specifies stay minimums, identifies dis-
charge decision makers, or mandates number 
of home visits covered, among other things. 
The laws are also limited in jurisdictional 
scope in that they: (1) Do not apply to plans 
that are exempt from state regulation under 
the Employee’s Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 (ERISA) or (2) may not apply to 
individuals living in one state but working 
and receiving insurance in another. 

Federal legislation has been introduced to 
make maternity care more consistent na-
tionally and available to all privately in-
sured women. The Senate is considering S. 
969, Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act, which would mandate a minimum 
48-hour hospital stay for normal vaginal de-
liveries and 96-hour stays for caesarean sec-
tion deliveries unless the attending provider, 
in consultation with the mother, makes the 
decision to discharge early and coverage is 
provided for prescribed timely followup care. 
Timely care is defined as care provided in a 
manner that meets the health care needs of 
the mother and newborn, provides for appro-
priate monitoring of their conditions, and 
occurs within 24–72 hours immediately fol-
lowing discharge. These provisions are con-
sistent with the findings contained in our 
forthcoming report. 

We hope that this information meets your 
needs in considering proposed federal legisla-
tion on hospital length of stays for mater-
nity care. Please call me on (202) 512–7119 if 
you or your staff have any questions regard-
ing the issues discussed above. 

Sincerely yours, 
SARAH F. JAGGAR, 

Health Service Quality and 
Public Health Issues. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and will make for the Sen-
ators a copy of the General Accounting 
Office’s findings a matter of the 
Record. I yield the floor. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair for recognizing me. 
I am so glad Senator BRADLEY came 

to me sometime back in October about 

this legislation and asked if I could be-
come a cosponsor, which I readily did. 
I have not been a mother myself, but I 
have been around mothers. I am the 
husband of one, the father of two, and 
potentially the grandfather of five. 

In any case, this Newborns’ and 
Mothers’ Health Protection Act, as it 
is formally titled, will be beneficial to 
countless mothers and their newborn 
children, because it will restore health 
care decisions to those best suited to 
make them—the mothers and their 
doctors—while making certain that 
new mothers and their babies are al-
lowed to remain in the hospital at least 
48 hours following natural births and 96 
hours after Caesareans. 

As Senators have already pointed out 
several times, in some instances new 
mothers and their babies are forced to 
leave the hospital as early as 8 hours 
after delivery because insurance com-
panies often refuse to pay the bills oth-
erwise. 

It simply is unconscionable to re-
quire a new mother and her doctor to 
make this decision based on arbitrary 
insurance deadlines. That is what the 
distinguished Senator from New Jersey 
had in mind. I compliment him on this 
amendment and I am honored to be a 
cosponsor. 

I am not alone in my contention that 
mothers and their physicians are bet-
ter able to determine what is needed to 
promote a mother’s and child’s health 
rather than some arbitrary insurance 
deadline. 

As a matter of fact, a Dartmouth- 
Hitchcock Medical Center study con-
cluded that babies released earlier than 
48 hours after birth had a 50-percent 
greater chance of needing readmission 
to the hospital and a 70-percent in-
creased risk of emergency room visits. 

Mr. President, the too-early dis-
charges so often lead to jaundice which 
afflicts approximately one-third of 
newborns, dehydration resulting from 
breast-feeding difficulties and infec-
tions. Although these conditions are of 
course treatable, each must be diag-
nosed quickly, within 3 to 5 days, lest 
they result in brain damage or worse. 

Mr. President, in recent years hos-
pitals around the Nation have reported 
an increasing number of babies being 
readmitted to hospitals with complica-
tions of dehydration and jaundice. 

A Virginia infant suffered dehydra-
tion-induced brain damage, and severe 
dehydration of a Cincinnati baby led to 
the amputation of his leg. The truth is 
that these tragedies could have been 
prevented with longer hospital stays. 

Back in the 1970’s, postbirth hospital 
stays were about 4 or 5 days for routine 
normal births, and 1 to 2 weeks for 
Caesareans. According to the Centers 
for Disease Control, the median length 
of hospitalization between 1970 and 1992 
for mothers having normal births de-
clined by 46 percent, from 3.9 to 2.1 
days, and by 49 percent for mothers 
having Caesareans, from 7.8 to 4 days. 

There is broad agreement, I think, 
about the importance of reducing 

health care costs and I agree with that. 
While I am convinced that this goal 
can best be accomplished through less, 
not more, Federal regulations, I also 
insist that the well-being of mothers 
and babies must not be compromised in 
the process. This amendment addresses 
a unique, isolated problem which can 
be addressed by a carefully crafted 
Federal rule. And that is exactly what 
Senator BRADLEY has done. And I com-
pliment him for offering this amend-
ment. 

In short, Mr. President, the 
Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act of 1996, will ensure that arbi-
trary insurance guidelines do not over-
ride the objective of healthy births. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I wonder if the Senator 

would withhold that. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I withhold. 
Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, when I 

heard about this amendment of the 
Senator from New Jersey originally, 
my first thought was, why is the Fed-
eral Government getting involved in 
deciding how long hospital stays are? 
It seemed to me that was a matter that 
quite properly should be handled by 
States. And indeed in my State we 
have handled it. We have a bill, the 
best as I understand it, that is very 
similar to the suggestion of the bill 
proposed by the Senator from New Jer-
sey. 

Indeed, I made notes of the Senator’s 
remarks. He indicated that some 28 
States have taken action. That does 
not mean they have gone the complete 
route—and the Senator can obviously 
explain that further—but I take it 
some 28 States have dealt with this 
matter of how long a hospital stay 
should be or could be. 

So I will confess that my original re-
action was unfavorable to the Sen-
ator’s proposal. However, two things 
happened. For one thing, my daughter 
called me. She has four children and 
she has some views on this subject. 
And also the ERISA point that the 
Senator raised. And I would like to ex-
plore that if I might. 

Finally, the so-called Frist amend-
ment. I am not sure exactly what the 
Frist amendment does. But my first 
question would be, of the Senator from 
New Jersey, as I understand it—first, I 
want to say, I listened to his argu-
ments. One of his arguments is that 
you need a national law because you 
might have the State wherein the indi-
vidual resides on a town right on the 
border of another State where the hos-
pital is that serves that town, and the 
other State does not have the legisla-
tion. 
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However, I thought the most telling 

argument he made was the so-called 
ERISA argument. That is, as I under-
stand it, that because ERISA applies to 
those corporations that have interstate 
health care plans, that the ERISA law 
prevents the State government—and 
we dealt with this, of course, when we 
were dealing with the health care busi-
ness in 1994—the ERISA prevents the 
State law from getting involved with 
the plans that are covered by the 
ERISA statute. 

I had not thought of that. And so 
first, if the Senator would be good 
enough to explain a little bit on that. 
Is that point correct? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I say 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island, yes, the Senator is cor-
rect. For example, we have had on the 
floor today the Senator from Delaware 
speaking. One of the largest employers 
in his State is DuPont. And we had the 
Senator from Minnesota speaking. One 
of the larger employers in his State is 
3M. Each has what is known as a self- 
ensured ERISA plan. And under a State 
law, in Minnesota or Delaware, as each 
of the Senators has testified today on 
the floor, it could not reach those plans 
in requiring them to allow 48 hours for 
delivery. Only this Federal law would 
achieve that objective. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So your point is, to fol-
low it up, it only would be a Federal 
law that would deal with that situa-
tion. The State law could not affect it. 

The second point that would be help-
ful—maybe I should address this to the 
Senator from Tennessee. I am not sure 
exactly what the Frist amendment is. 
What does it do? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I think I can answer. 
Essentially, the differences between 
the first- and second-degree amend-
ments are minimal. The only difference 
relates to a deletion of the sentence 
that essentially is inconsequential but 
was confusing, and the second-degree 
amendment adds a sentence that gives 
some flexibility to health plans. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, is this the so- 
called Kaiser Permanente language? Is 
that in the first amendment? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I say to the Senator 
that in the first amendment is lan-
guage that does allow some flexibility, 
and I think it would be in the first 
amendment. I think Kaiser 
Permanente endorsed both the first- 
and the second-degree amendments. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, the final ques-
tion, the number of States that have 
dealt with this you say is 28 in total or 
in part? 

Mr. BRADLEY. The answer to the 
question is yes, 28 States have passed 
laws that require insurers to provide 48 
hours for a delivery, coverage for 48 
hours for delivery. 

As the Senator has pointed out, there 
are a few gaps there. One is the ERISA 
problem; the other is the problem of 
the hospital that is across a State line 
in a State that is uncovered. Then 
there is the New Jersey problem. I 
guess some other State law might have 

that problem, but in New Jersey the 
State passed a law that said that the 
State requirement of 48 hours would 
apply to only those insurance compa-
nies that were headquartered in New 
Jersey. So you could be headquartered 
in another State and you would not be 
covered. This could get at that issue as 
well. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator for 
that description. 

As I say, I am troubled by the U.S. 
Congress getting involved in an issue 
like this. I found the explanation, par-
ticularly the ERISA argument, to be a 
very telling argument. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, just to 
sort of further clarify, the Kaiser 
Permanente language was basically a 
clarification of the way it was written. 
It was written in the bill that if you 
are discharged in fewer hours than 48 
hours—this bill says you have a safe 
haven for 48 hours and followup care 
has to be somewhere—you have to have 
care for 48 hours. You cannot be 
dumped out of the hospital after 6 
hours, and that is the end of it. 

What Kaiser said is you need to make 
it clear that it is the health care pro-
vider who determines, in consultation 
with the mother, as to where that fol-
lowup care is delivered. In other words, 
it is not just up to the mother as to 
where the followup care during the 48 
hours was delivered. That was written 
into the bill. 

My amendment was to clarify that 
further. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I think 
that is an important point. I will give 
my qualifications in the area. I had six 
children. I suppose that would give me 
some knowledge about this subject. 

As I understand it, if a mother should 
choose to leave in 24 hours—obviously, 
that is a big savings to the insurance 
company; say it cost $1,000 a day in a 
hospital, and I do not think that is out-
rageous and that suggestion is pretty 
much on the mark, or something like 
that—it may well be that the mother 
would vastly prefer being home but 
have some help at home, and maybe 
that help would extend for 5 days. How 
do you handle that? 

Mr. FRIST. The health care plan can 
put whatever they want in. It has to be 
a minimum of 48 hours coverage. That 
coverage can be in any facility that the 
mother and the physician decide—not 
the health insurance plan—that they 
decide, during that 48-hour period. 
After that 48 hours after vaginal deliv-
ery or 72 hours after a C-section, it can 
be dictated by the insurance company. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So in other words, the 
mother could say, ‘‘I want to go home 
in 24 hours,’’ but she would get the 
care, somebody at home would care, if 
she wanted, for the next 24 hours? 

Mr. FRIST. That is right. It could be 
at home, a followup clinic, a birthing 
clinic. That is why it was important in 
this bill to give the flexibility. We do 
not know how babies will be delivered 
4 years from now. 

Initially, it was fairly rigid, 48 hours 
in the hospital. Now the bill is flexible 
enough to say for 48 hours you are cov-
ered, and it can be in the setting that 
you and your doctor decide, not some 
insurance company or not somebody 
sitting 500 miles away behind a tele-
phone. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the Brad-

ley amendment denies consumers the 
right to select the type of insurance 
coverage they wish to purchase. While 
I would hope all policies would include 
the type of maternity coverage he sug-
gests, for the Federal Government to 
mandate it is a mistake. It establishes 
a precedent that consumers are no 
longer free to choose. I thus oppose the 
amendment. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to take this opportunity 
to express my support for the Bradley 
amendment. 

A few weeks ago Congress made an 
important step in the right direction of 
adding necessary reform to our health 
care system. By limiting exclusions for 
pre-existing conditions and by making 
health insurance coverage portable, we 
answered the concerns of millions of 
Americans that they will lose their ac-
cess to health care. While I believe uni-
versal health coverage should be the 
ultimate goal, the Health Insurance 
Reform Act represented a practical, in-
cremental, and caring attempt to deal 
with the real health care problems fac-
ing so many Americans, based on their 
everyday realities. 

Similarly, the Bradley amendment 
makes an important step in the right 
direction. It is hard to conceptualize 
that the growing trend among health 
insurers is to force new mothers and 
their infants to leave the hospital 24 
hours after an uncomplicated vaginal 
delivery and 72 hours after a cesarean 
section. In many cases, 24 hours is not 
sufficient time to recover physically 
from the birth, not to mention have 
time to learn essential child care infor-
mation. You would think that this 
alone would be sufficient to warrant al-
lowing new mothers to stay longer in 
the hospital. Having a mother who is 
strong and prepared to care for her new 
child will avoid unnecessary return vis-
its to the hospitals due to insufficient 
care. 

It is also important to note that 
many of the health problems newborns 
face such as dehydration and jaundice 
do not appear until after the first 24 
hours of life. If undiagnosed, these eas-
ily treatable conditions can lead to 
brain damage, strokes, and in the 
worst case scenarios, death. There is no 
justification against monitoring babies 
that we know may be at risk for clear-
ly preventable health conditions. 

I do not believe that this bill is the 
panacea for health problems facing 
mothers and newborns in this Nation. 
The proportion of babies born at low 
birth-weight in the United States has 
been rising since 1984, and is now at its 
highest level since 1976. Nearly 300,000 
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babies, 7.2 percent of all those born in 
1993, were born at low birth-weight. 
These infants were more vulnerable to 
infant death and serious health prob-
lems, such as developmental delays, 
cerebral palsy, and seizure disorders, as 
a result of their shaky start in life. 

We need to focus more attention on 
making our children healthy on the 
front-end so that we never have to have 
a discussion about how long a new 
mother and baby should stay in a hos-
pital. In 1993, almost 200,000 children 
were born to women who received ei-
ther no prenatal care or prenatal care 
after the first trimester of their preg-
nancy. Good prenatal care can reduce 
rates of low-weight births and infant 
mortality, thus preventing disabilities 
and savings billions of dollars which 
are spent each year on caring for very 
sick newborns. 

While the Bradley amendment is far 
from the total answer to the health 
problems of new mothers and their 
children, we should not underestimate 
the importance of what we will be 
achieving if this policy becomes law. 
Protecting the ability for mothers and 
infants to remain in the hospital up to 
48 hours for vaginal deliveries and 96 
hours for cesarean births has been en-
dorsed by all four major medical 
groups which involved in maternal 
health and caring for newborns: the 
American Medical Association, the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, the 
American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists, and the American 
Nurses’ Association. 

I want to conclude by congratulating 
Senators BRADLEY, KASSEBAUM, and 
FRIST for their leadership and for all 
the hard work they have put in to 
building momentum for this important 
amendment. I strongly urge the Senate 
to adopt the Bradley amendment. I 
urge all of my colleagues to think 
about how much this bill means to 
Americans all across this country, and 
how critically necessary it is to make 
this improvement in our health care 
system. This amendment is another 
good step in the right direction. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I com-
mend my colleagues, Senator BRADLEY 
and Senator KASSEBAUM, for their lead-
ership in bringing this important legis-
lation before the Senate for consider-
ation. Current trends in health care fi-
nancing have created a clear need for 
this legislation. Doctors are under in-
creasing pressure from insurance com-
panies to discharge mothers and 
newborns earlier and earlier. 

Until a few years ago, the birth of a 
child was typically followed by a 4-day 
hospital stay for the mother and her 
newborn, so that mothers had time to 
recover from labor and delivery, and 
learn about the care of their infants. 
Health care providers had adequate 
time to watch the initial development 
of the newborns carefully, to assure 
that the babies were healthy. This ini-
tial period of expert observation is crit-
ical, since it means early diagnosis and 
immediate response and treatment 
when complications develop. 

Now, however, the length of stay fol-
lowing a normal delivery is commonly 
only a day or two, and in many cases, 
even less. 

To some extent, this change results 
from better medical management of 
childbirth, and greater responsiveness 
to women’s desire for a less hospital- 
centered and more family centered ex-
perience of childbirth. But the domi-
nant motivation behind these short-
ened stays, however, is the financial in-
centive to reduce the cost of childbirth, 
which is the most common cause of 
hospitalization in the United States. 
Profit, not sound medical judgement is 
driving the increasingly serious prob-
lem of drive-through deliveries. 

The guidelines of the major medical 
societies provide for at least 2 days of 
hospitalization after a normal delivery, 
to give mothers adequate time to re-
cover and learn to care for their infant 
in a restful atmosphere where profes-
sional help is immediately available. 

Serious harm can result if a mother 
and her newborn are released too soon. 
Conditions such as jaundice and dehy-
dration typically do not appear until 
after the first 24 hours of life. Recent 
research in Massachusetts shows that 
babies discharged less than 1 day after 
birth have a 25 times higher rate of not 
being screened for treatable congenital 
disorders, compared with babies who 
stay longer. 

Many serious condition are not easy 
to detect. Long-term disabilities—even 
death—may result. Congress should not 
acquiesce in irresponsible insurance in-
dustry practices that put profits ahead 
of families and the bottom-line ahead 
of babies. This legislation will guar-
antee that mothers and their doctors— 
not insurance companies—decide when 
to leave the hospital after childbirth. 

This legislation was written in ac-
cord with the recommendations of the 
two leading medical societies with ex-
pertise in this area—the American Col-
lege of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, and the American Academy 
of Pediatrics. They endorse this 
amendment. There is clear agreement 
among these experts that hospital 
stays should range from 48 hours for 
normal deliveries to 96 hours for cesar-
ean sections. 

By adopting this legislation, the Sen-
ate will not be requiring mothers and 
newborns to stay in the hospital unnec-
essarily. In many cases, mothers, in 
consultation with their doctors, will 
elect to go home early. But this 
amendment will guarantee that patient 
choice and medical judgment guide 
this decision—not insurance company 
orders. 

I urge the Senate to support this im-
portant legislation. It has broad, bipar-
tisan support. It is endorsed by the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, the 
American College of Obstetrics and 
Gynecologists, the American Medical 
Association, the American Nurses As-
sociation, the Association of Women’s 
Health, Obstetric, and Neonatal 
Nurses, and the March of Dimes Birth 

Defects Foundation. It is appropriate— 
indeed overdue—for the Federal Gov-
ernment to set these minimum stand-
ards for health and safety. Newborns 
should not be placed at risk for the 
sake of insurance industry profits. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the newborns’ and 
mothers’ health protection amend-
ment. I am proud to be a cosponsor of 
this legislation. This amendment is 
about family friendly health care. It 
puts the care of mothers and babies be-
fore the financial interests of insurance 
companies. It puts into practice what 
we have always preached—to honor the 
mother and to defend motherhood. 

This amendment requires that insur-
ance companies provide coverage for 
care for a minimum of 48 hours after a 
vaginal delivery and 96 hours after a 
caesarean section. It allows mothers 
and infants to be discharged earlier if 
there is appropriate follow-up care. 
This is consistent with the practice 
guidelines issued jointly by the Amer-
ican College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists [ACOG] and the American 
Academy of Pediatrics [AAP]. 

What I like about this amendment is 
that what we explicitly state as our 
values, we implicitly practice in public 
policy and public law. What we do with 
this legislation is ensure that mothers 
and their babies receive the care that 
they need, that is deemed appropriate 
by their physicians. On both sides of 
the political aisle, we talk about put-
ting families first. This amendment 
does that. It puts value on motherhood. 

This whole movement around pro-
viding care for 48 hours or 96 hours or 
whatever is medically appropriate 
came from mothers themselves. Then 
it was the movement of the extraor-
dinary medical facilities that were 
willing to step forward and even defy 
the insurance companies. St. Agnes 
Hospital in my hometown of Baltimore 
insisted that they would provide this 
care if they had to do it out of a chari-
table endowment or if we all had to 
pitch in and do bake sales. St. Agnes 
took a stand—they were going to as-
sure that mothers and their babies got 
what they needed when they needed it. 
That resulted in the Maryland general 
assembly acting—and now I am proud 
to say that Maryland has a law that 
really mirrors in many ways what we 
are doing in the Federal legislation. 

So, I salute Senator BRADLEY for of-
fering this amendment, but I also sa-
lute the mothers who organized, and 
the doctors and medical facilities who 
defied the insurance companies. I want 
to see managed care, but I don’t want 
to see doctors managed. There is a fun-
damental distinction. We have to start 
getting our priorities straight and de-
cide where we are going to be making 
our decisions. And in the case of 
newborns and their mothers—I believe 
decisions need to be made in the deliv-
ery room and not the boardroom. 

I urge support for this amendment. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, as a co-

sponsor of the Newborns and Mothers 
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Health Protection Act, I am extremely 
pleased to rise in support of this 
amendment to the VA/HUD appropria-
tions bill. My colleague from New Jer-
sey, Senator BRADLEY, has worked 
steadfastly and diligently for well over 
a year to bring this important bill to 
the floor, and I commend him for his 
tireless efforts. I share his concern over 
the growing practice of what has come 
to be known as drive-thru deliveries, 
and I believe that this practice of dis-
charging new mothers and their infants 
too soon after delivery is simply unac-
ceptable. 

This amendment requires health 
plans to provide coverage for a min-
imum hospital stay for a mother and 
her newborn infant following delivery, 
in accordance with established medical 
guidelines. These guidelines, developed 
in 1983 by the American College of Gyn-
ecologists and Obstetricians and the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, rec-
ommend that mothers remain in the 
hospital for 48 to 96 hours after giving 
birth, depending on the type of deliv-
ery. Shorter hospital stays are per-
mitted if the physician, in consultation 
of the mother, determines that is the 
best course of action. For those moth-
ers and newborns who leave the hos-
pital after staying less than 48 or 96 
hours, followup care within 72 hours of 
discharge must be provided in order to 
monitor both the mother and the in-
fant during this vulnerable time. 

Since 1970, the average hospital stay 
for newborns has been cut almost ex-
actly in half. Today, many insurers 
provide for only a 24-hour stay for de-
liveries, while some medical plans call 
for discharging women within 8 to 12 
hours of a birth. Usually, women are 
not informed of these policies until 
they are already in the hospital. Many 
doctors who decide, based on their best 
medical judgment, that their patients 
should stay beyond the short time- 
frame are overruled by insurance com-
panies. Others are unduly pressured to 
release these women and their babies 
prematurely. 

There are certain myths surrounding 
the impact of this bill, so I would like 
to clarify what this bill does not do. It 
does not mandate how long a mother 
and baby must stay in the hospital. It 
simply states that these patients may 
stay in the hospital up to the minimum 
period recommended by established 
medical guidelines. Insurers are per-
mitted, and even encouraged, to de-
velop alternatives to inpatient care, 
and to allow doctors, in consultation 
with their patients, to select the type 
of care which is most appropriate for a 
mother and her baby. 

I believe that this bill is one of the 
most important pieces of legislation 
this Congress has and will consider in 
the 104th Congress. To date, stories 
abound about women whose infants 
have suffered physical harm and even 
death as the result of early discharge 
policies. No woman or family should 
have to endure such tragedy. 

Often, doctors are not able to detect 
certain health problems in infants 

within the first 12 or 24 hours after 
birth. For example, doctors may be un-
able to detect jaundice—a disorder 
which may lead to permanent brain 
damage—within the first day after 
birth. Other infants have been released 
before their doctors had time to test 
them for PKU—an easily treated meta-
bolic disorder that causes mental re-
tardation if not detected early enough. 

In addition, early discharge deprives 
mothers of important opportunities to 
learn how best to care for their infants, 
including proper breast feeding tech-
niques. Problems with breast feeding 
can cause infants to suffer severe med-
ical complications—even death—from 
dehydration. Hospitals report that in-
creasing numbers of women and their 
children are returning for care after 
discovering problems such as life- 
threatening infections that could have 
been caught if the mother and child 
had been able to stay in the hospital 
just a little bit longer. While the finan-
cial costs of hospital readmissions re-
sulting from early discharge can be 
astronomic, the human costs can be 
truly tragic. 

Twenty-eight States have passed ma-
ternity stay laws similar to this bill, 
including my home State of Maine. 
However, State legislation alone does 
not sufficiently protect the women of 
America and their newborns. For ex-
ample, many women are not protected 
by State legislation because they work 
for employers with self-insured plans 
shielded by Federal ERISA preemption. 
In addition, women who live in one 
State and work in another may find 
themselves vulnerable without Federal 
legislation. 

Don’t we owe it to the women of 
America and to our very youngest citi-
zens—those who are only a few days 
old—to ensure that they enjoy the full 
protections and benefits of one of the 
best health care systems in the world? 

There is nothing more precious than 
the birth of a child. There is nothing 
more tragic than the death of an infant 
that could have been prevented. That is 
why we must leave it to doctors, not 
insurers, to decide how long women 
stay in the hospital following delivery 
in accordance with established medical 
guidelines. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this important 
amendment. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
would like to comment briefly on the 
amendment offered by Senator BRAD-
LEY, the Newborns’ and Mothers’ 
Health Protection Act. 

Supporters of this legislation con-
tend that it is becoming a widely used 
cost-containment practice of health in-
surers to force the premature discharge 
of mothers and their newborns from 
the hospital following childbirth. In 
other words, insurance companies sup-
posedly are improperly influencing 
doctors’ medical decisions regarding 
the appropriate lengths of stay for 
mothers and newborns following child-
birth. The remedy proposed in this 
amendment would require insurance 

companies to cover at least 48 hours of 
inpatient care following an uncompli-
cated vaginal delivery and 96 hours fol-
lowing a cesarean delivery. 

Mr. President, I certainly share the 
concerns which have been expressed in 
this debate regarding the health and 
safety of mothers and their newborn 
children. I am troubled, however, over 
the construction of this legislation. 
Not only would this amendment be-
come the first Federal law to mandate 
health insurance benefits, it also comes 
dangerously close to being a statutory 
prescription for the practice of medi-
cine. 

I believe that no one is more quali-
fied than a woman’s doctor to judge 
how long that woman and her newborn 
child should stay in the hospital fol-
lowing childbirth. Just as I believe 
that an insurance company has no 
business second guessing this decision, 
I firmly believe that the Government 
also has no prerogative to interfere. 

While I realize that this legislation 
does not require a woman and newborn 
to spend 48 hours in the hospital after 
childbirth; the construction of this 
amendment, and the specification of 48 
and 96 hours of coverage, strongly im-
plies that these figures are some sort of 
legally significant standard for the 
length of stay. 

The sponsors of this legislation argue 
that legislation is necessary to ensure 
that mothers and newborns are assured 
an appropriate hospital stay following 
childbirth. Obviously, the appropriate 
length of stay will depend on each 
mother and child individually, and the 
attending doctor is the most qualified 
authority to make this decision. I am 
concerned that, according to this 
amendment’s construction, the deci-
sion of the doctor is made an exception 
to the legislation’s 48 and 96 hour 
standards, rather than the rule. 

If it is necessary to pass legislation 
to assure the health and safety of 
mothers and newborns, then we should 
do it by protecting the authority of 
doctors to make medical decisions re-
garding their patients, free from inter-
ference from both insurance companies 
and the Government. We should not re-
place insurance company interference 
with Government interference. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the 
Newborns’ and Mothers’ Health Protec-
tion Act of 1996 introduced by Senators 
BILL BRADLEY, NANCY KASSEBAUM, and 
BILL FRIST. 

This bipartisan legislation—with the 
support of 52 Senate cosponsors—will 
help ensure that newborns and their 
mothers will have the best possible be-
ginning. 

Unfortunately, a pattern has begun 
to develop throughout this country of 
pushing mothers and their newborns 
out of the hospital too quickly. Too 
often, some health insurance plans cov-
ering the costs of childbirth offer very 
limited benefits for post partum hos-
pital stays. 

Sometimes the coverage is limited to 
as little as 24 hours, which in many 
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cases is not long enough to ensure that 
a mother and her infant remain 
healthy after their hospital discharge. 
Sometimes doctors have found that in-
surers refuse to agree to longer hos-
pital stays, even when the doctor ar-
gues the mother and newborn need to 
remain in the hospital longer. 

It is the first couple of days following 
the birth of a child that are the most 
critical to ensure the long-term health 
of both the infant and mother. Many 
mothers have difficulty in learning 
how to properly breast feed, putting 
their infants at risk of inadequate nu-
trition in their first days of life. Like-
wise some mothers are just not phys-
ically capable of providing for a 
newborn’s care needs within 24 hours of 
giving birth. 

Medically, many health problems ex-
perienced by newborns do not show up 
until after the first 24 hours of life. 
These include jaundice and dehydra-
tion, and other conditions that only 
health professionals can detect. Early 
hospital discharges can mean these 
conditions go undetected until it is too 
late. 

The length of a hospital stay is a 
question that should not be driven by 
the limitations of an insurance policy, 
but should be the joint medical deci-
sion of the mother and her physician. 

Under this bill, if both the mother 
and her doctor agree that a shorter 
post partum stay is acceptable, the 
stay can be shortened. However, in 
these situations—and this is the key 
distinction—the decision will still be a 
medical one, rather than a financial 
one. 

This bill will require all health care 
insurance plans, which offer maternity 
benefits, to cover post-partum stays of 
at least 48 hours after a vaginal birth, 
and at least 96 hours after a caesarean 
section. The bill’s hospital stay re-
quirements are consistent with post 
childbirth guidelines of the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, and the American Academy 
of Pediatrics. 

This bill will end these drive-through 
baby deliveries, which push mothers 
and their newborns out of the hospital 
before they are medically ready to go 
home. Such drive-through deliveries 
put the health of both mothers and 
their babies at risk. A mother and her 
newborn’s homecoming should be a 
time of celebration, not a time of trepi-
dation because neither was ready to 
leave the hospital. 

In August, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention released its 
study of New Jersey’s maternity stay 
law. Following enactment of The 
State’s law, the CDC found that new 
mothers who had problem free deliv-
eries were the mothers who had stayed 
in the hospital approximately 10 to 12 
hours longer than mothers had prior to 
the law. The CDC research appears to 
indicate that just a few hours longer in 
the hospital can result in major im-
provements in the health of both the 
mother and the newborn baby. The im-

portance of those few more hours can-
not be underestimated. 

Many managed care plans place the 
care of the mother and newborn infant 
at the forefront. 

But many other managed care plans 
appear to have put the bottomline of 
profitability ahead of the real medical 
needs of newborns and their mothers. 
Those managed care plans should view 
this bill as a heads up. Cutting medical 
costs will not be allowed to undermine 
the quality of health care. 

We all acknowledge the need for con-
trolling health care costs, and support 
efforts to curtail unnecessary spending. 
But there also must be a reality check 
when cost cutting goes so far, that the 
quality of health care is endangered. 

We want every newborn child to have 
the best chance for long-term health. I 
urge my colleagues to join in sup-
porting this legislation to give mothers 
and newborns the assurance that their 
health needs will always be paramount. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to support Senator BRAD-
LEY’s amendment to require health in-
surance plans to cover hospital mater-
nity stays for 48 hours for routine de-
liveries and 96 hours for cesarean deliv-
eries. 

The issue here in whether the deci-
sion on how long a mother and her 
newborn stay in the hospital is based 
on the mother’s health or the insur-
ance company’s bottom line. 

I believe it is a medical decision that 
should be made by a doctor and a pa-
tient. 

Before 1970 the median length of stay 
in this country for routine deliveries 
was 4 to 5 days. By 1992, the median 
stay dropped to 2.1 days. 

In 1991—the latest year for which fig-
ures are available—nearly 40 percent of 
newborns in California were discharged 
in fewer than 24 hours. 

And the problem seems to be even 
worse today. 

Some insurers limit coverage of 
postpartum hospital care to 1 day or 12 
hours. 

One large California HMO has re-
duced coverage to 8 hours. 

These are not generally doctors de-
termining that it is in their patients’ 
best interest to be discharged sooner. 
The reduction in hospital care is the 
result of insurance companies making 
that decision based on how much they 
want to pay—and the real cost is being 
borne by patients—mother and child— 
in greater health risks. 

There are many medical reasons why 
a longer hospital stay may be nec-
essary. Some medical conditions do not 
manifest in 10 or 24 hours after deliv-
ery, such as jaundice, heart murmurs, 
circulatory disfunctions and fevers. 

Early discharges can also exacerbate 
medical problems: 

Studies presented to the Senate 
Labor Committee have shown that 
early release of infants can result in 
the baby having jaundice, feeding prob-
lems, respiratory difficulties, meta-
bolic disorders and infections. 

In fact, a New Hampshire study of 
hospital readmission rates found that 
babies discharged at less than 2 days of 
age have a 70 percent increased risk of 
facing an emergency room visit. 

Early discharge not only increases 
health risks, in many cases, it is so 
much more costly. 

A Pasadena women and her 6-week 
premature infant were discharged after 
only 23 hours of delivery. The baby was 
readmitted to the hospital for jaundice 
and dehydration 2 days later, costing 
an extra $20,000—$1,000 that had to be 
paid by the family. 

Let me give some examples of the 
human impact of this problem: 

A Los Angeles woman was released 15 
hours after giving birth because of lim-
ited insurance coverage. Two days 
later, her baby was hospitalized for 
malnutrition—the infant had difficulty 
with lactation and breast feeding. 

A San Francisco woman had to leave 
the hospital 23 hours after delivery 
against her doctor’s advice, even 
though her baby was 5 weeks pre-
mature. The baby was in the emer-
gency room less than 2 days later, and 
was readmitted to the hospital for de-
hydration and jaundice. 

Another California mother was dis-
charged less than 14 hours after de-
liver. The next morning she was shak-
ing, feverish, and nauseous. She was di-
agnosed as having a staph infection 
and was readmitted to the hospital for 
4 days. 

Sometimes these stories have tragic 
endings. 

Leigh Fallon, of Petaluma, CA en-
tered the hospital on July 25, 1994. 
After 2 days of labor with extraor-
dinary complications, she had an emer-
gency caesarean section. 

The mother had a high fever and 
great physical distress. Her baby boy 
developed jaundice, was being treated 
with antibiotics, and was diagnosed 
with a heart murmer. 

Still, under pressure from their in-
surance company, Leah and the baby 
were discharged 72 hours after birth. 
The baby was rushed to the hospital a 
few days later and did not survive 
emergency heart surgery. 

Perhaps nothing could have saved 
Leah’s baby. But clearly, the decision 
to discharge such a fragile patient was 
made in the interest of saving money 
instead of saving a life. 

Medical decisions should be made by 
medical professionsals—not insurance 
companies. That is what they are 
trained to do. 

Twenty-nine States have enacted leg-
islation or regulations to curb what’s 
called drive-through deliveries. In Cali-
fornia, the legislature failed to come to 
agreement on legislation at the close 
of the current session. California vot-
ers, instead, will face two ballot meas-
ures which include regulations on the 
subject this November. 

This is a national problem, and Con-
gress must set a uniform standard in 
the interest of public health. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting for the newborns and mothers 
bill. 
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Mr. BRADLEY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, as 
an original cosponsor of the legislation 
before us, I would like to say how 
pleased I am that we are ready now to 
vote on what I think is a very impor-
tant and useful piece of legislation. I 
have been proud to work with Senator 
BRADLEY and Senator FRIST, and I ap-
preciate the efforts of those who have 
offered some very constructive im-
provements in the language that have 
helped to clarify some concerns that 
existed. 

I have visited maternity floors at a 
number of hospitals. I must tell you, I 
think this amendment will provide an 
increased sense of security, particu-
larly to first-time mothers, who will 
now feel that they can remain in the 
hospital a bit longer if necessary. Some 
will ask, ‘‘Why not even longer?’’ Well, 
how do we know the correct length of 
stay in each situation? This should be 
decided on an individual basis. But we 
do know that even an additional 24 
hours is going to make a difference. 
For some, it will make a big dif-
ference—where there is no family 
available to offer support when they 
come home and, particularly, as I men-
tioned, with first-time mothers, where 
there is uncertainty about what lies 
ahead. I say thank you to all who have 
spent a great deal of time and effort on 
this amendment. It is a very construc-
tive and beneficial piece of legislation. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it was 

called to my attention that last 
evening there must have been some 
confusion. I take responsibility for it. I 
don’t know what happened. I was incor-
rectly identified as voting against the 
motion involved in vote No. 267. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order for me to have my vote recorded 
as voting in the affirmative in that in-
stance instead of in the negative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. I thank 

the Chair. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
the Frist amendment No. 5193 occur at 
5:35 p.m. today, and immediately fol-
lowing that vote, the Senate proceed to 
vote on or in relation to the Bradley 
first-degree amendment, as amended, if 
amended; further, that immediately 
following that vote, Senator DOMENICI 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
regarding mental health, which was 
previously listed as a Wellstone amend-
ment, and that the preceding occur 
without any intervening action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays on my amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 

strongly support the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator; the amendment 
to my amendment. I hope we adopt it 
unanimously by a large, overwhelming 
vote, and hopefully we will be able to 
move forward. It is an amendment that 
would confirm that insurers have to 
allow 48 hours for delivery of a child by 
a mother in the hospital, 96 hours for 
cesarean section. The Senator’s 
changes are merited and important. It 
is a pleasure to work with him. I look 
forward to the 5:35 hour so that we can 
vote. Maybe we can move sooner. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The hour of 5:35 having arrived, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee. 
On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.] 
YEAS—98 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hatfield Murkowski 

The amendment (No. 5193) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5192, AS AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

now occurs on the Bradley amendment 
as amended. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 5192), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5194 
(Purpose: To provide health plan protections 

for individuals with a mental illness) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
New Mexico is recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I just 

wanted to tell the Senators this is 
going to be the Domenici, Wellstone, et 
al., amendment that we have voted out 
here before on mental illness. I do not 
believe we are going to take more than 
40 minutes on the entire amendment. 
We will ask for the yeas and nays. I 
would just like to make sure everybody 
understood that. 

Shortly, I am going to send to the 
desk an amendment on behalf of my-
self, Senator WELLSTONE, and a number 
of Senators who have asked to be co-
sponsors, including Senator SIMPSON, 
CONRAD, KENNEDY, INOUYE, REID, DODD, 
GRASSLEY, KASSEBAUM, BURNS, HARKIN, 
and MOYNIHAN, and I send the amend-
ment with the cosponsors to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. I ask Senator CHAFEE be added, 
and Senators HATFIELD and DORGAN 
also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BENNETT). The clerk will report. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI], for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. SIMP-
SON, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. REID, Mr. DODD, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. BURNS, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. HATFIELD and 
Mr. DORGAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5194. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new title: 
TITLE ll—MENTAL HEALTH PARITY 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Mental 

Health Parity Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. ll02. PLAN PROTECTIONS FOR INDIVID-

UALS WITH A MENTAL ILLNESS. 
(a) PERMISSIBLE COVERAGE LIMITS UNDER A 

GROUP HEALTH PLAN.— 
(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMITS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a group 

health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, that applies an aggregate lifetime 
limit to plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services covered under the plan, if such 
plan also provides a mental health benefit 
such plan shall— 

(i) include plan payments made for mental 
health services under the plan in such aggre-
gate lifetime limit; or 

(ii) establish a separate aggregate lifetime 
limit applicable to plan payments for mental 
health services under which the dollar 
amount of such limit (with respect to mental 
health services) is equal to or greater than 
the dollar amount of the aggregate lifetime 
limit on plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services. 

(B) NO LIFETIME LIMIT.—With respect to a 
group health plan offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, that does not apply an aggregate 
lifetime limit to plan payments for medical 
or surgical services covered under the plan, 
such plan may not apply an aggregate life-
time limit to plan payments for mental 
health services covered under the plan. 

(2) ANNUAL LIMITS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a group 

health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, that applies an annual limit to plan 
payments for medical or surgical services 
covered under the plan, if such plan also pro-
vides a mental health benefit such plan 
shall— 

(i) include plan payments made for mental 
health services under the plan in such an-
nual limit; or 

(ii) establish a separate annual limit appli-
cable to plan payments for mental health 
services under which the dollar amount of 
such limit (with respect to mental health 
services) is equal to or greater than the dol-
lar amount of the annual limit on plan pay-
ments for medical or surgical services. 

(B) NO ANNUAL LIMIT.—With respect to a 
group health plan offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, that does not apply an annual 
limit to plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services covered under the plan, such 
plan may not apply an annual limit to plan 
payments for mental health services covered 
under the plan. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 

shall be construed as prohibiting a group 
health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, from— 

(A) utilizing other forms of cost contain-
ment not prohibited under subsection (a); or 

(B) applying requirements that make dis-
tinctions between acute care and chronic 
care. 

(2) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
not apply to— 

(A) substance abuse or chemical depend-
ency benefits; or 

(B) health benefits or health plans paid for 
under title XVIII or XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

(3) STATE LAW.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to preempt any State law 
that provides for greater parity with respect 
to mental health benefits than that required 
under this section. 

(c) SMALL EMPLOYER EXEMPTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not 

apply to plans maintained by employers that 
employ less than 26 employees. 

(2) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN RULES IN DE-
TERMINATION OF EMPLOYER SIZE.—For pur-
poses of this subsection— 

(A) APPLICATION OF AGGREGATION RULE FOR 
EMPLOYERS.—All persons treated as a single 
employer under subsection (b), (c), (m), or (o) 
of section 414 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 shall be treated as 1 employer. 

(B) EMPLOYERS NOT IN EXISTENCE IN PRE-
CEDING YEAR.—In the case of an employer 
which was not in existence throughout the 
preceding calendar year, the determination 
of whether such employer is a small em-
ployer shall be based on the average number 
of employees that it is reasonably expected 
such employer will employ on business days 
in the current calendar year. 

(C) PREDECESSORS.—Any reference in this 
subsection to an employer shall include a 
reference to any predecessor of such em-
ployer. 
SEC. ll03. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘group health 

plan’’ means an employee welfare benefit 
plan (as defined in section 3(1) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974) to the extent that the plan provides 
medical care (as defined in paragraph (2)) 
and including items and services paid for as 
medical care) to employees or their depend-
ents (as defined under the terms of the plan) 
directly or through insurance, reimburse-
ment, or otherwise. 

(B) MEDICAL CARE.—The term ‘‘medical 
care’’ means amounts paid for— 

(i) the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treat-
ment, or prevention of disease, or amounts 
paid for the purpose of affecting any struc-
ture or function of the body, 

(ii) amounts paid for transportation pri-
marily for and essential to medical care re-
ferred to in clause (i), and 

(iii) amounts paid for insurance covering 
medical care referred to in clauses (i) and 
(ii). 

(2) HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE.—The 
term ‘‘health insurance coverage’’ means 
benefits consisting of medical care (provided 
directly, through insurance or reimburse-
ment, or otherwise and including items and 
services paid for as medical care) under any 
hospital or medical service policy or certifi-
cate, hospital or medical service plan con-
tract, or health maintenance organization 
contract offered by a health insurance 
issuer. 

(3) HEALTH INSURANCE ISSUER.—The term 
‘‘health insurance issuer’’ means an insur-
ance company, insurance service, or insur-
ance organization (including a health main-
tenance organization, as defined in para-
graph (4)) which is licensed to engage in the 
business of insurance in a State and which is 
subject to State law which regulates insur-
ance (within the meaning of section 514(b)(2) 
of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-

rity Act of 1974), and includes a plan sponsor 
described in section 3(16)(B) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 in 
the case of a group health plan which is an 
employee welfare benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(1) of such Act). Such term does not 
include a group health plan. 

(4) HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANIZATION.— 
The term ‘‘health maintenance organiza-
tion’’ means— 

(A) a federally qualified health mainte-
nance organization (as defined in section 
1301(a) of the Public Health Service Act), 

(B) an organization recognized under State 
law as a health maintenance organization, or 

(C) a similar organization regulated under 
State law for solvency in the same manner 
and to the same extent as such a health 
maintenance organization. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 
SEC. 04. SUNSET. 

Sections 1 through 3 shall cease to be effec-
tive on September 30, 2001. 

SEC. 05. Federal Employee Health Benefit 
Program. For the Federal Employee Health 
Benefit Program, sections 1 through 3 will 
take effect on October 1, 1997. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first, 
I thank Senator WELLSTONE early on in 
the debate on this bill that is pending. 
He had the good sense to put the 
amendment in, and, thus, it became 
relevant under the unanimous-consent 
decree. 

I thank him for his generosity in per-
mitting me to call up his amendment, 
which is commonly known as the 
Domenici-Wellstone amendment. I am 
not going to take a lot of time. The 
U.S. Senate has heard me argue this 
issue a number of times. 

I do believe in the 5 weeks that we 
have been gone—many of us at home— 
I think a lot of U.S. Senators and a lot 
of House Members have been ap-
proached in their respective States and 
districts with reference to the need to 
adopt this amendment and to make it 
part of the substantive law of this land. 

I am counting on that, because I be-
lieve the U.S. Senate will adopt it by a 
rather overwhelming margin. But I do 
want to say to those who wonder 
whether or not we are just offering an 
amendment again that has passed and 
then did not see the full rising Sun and 
the beauty of daylight as a piece of leg-
islation because the House had denied 
it in conference, that we clearly intend 
for the U.S. House to take a very seri-
ous look at this, even though it is in a 
conference and they have already 
passed the HUD and independent agen-
cies bill. 

I believe before this bill is finally 
conferenced that there will be many 
House Members on both sides of the 
aisle who will indicate their support. 
How we will go about doing that within 
the technical rules of the U.S. House, I 
am not prepared yet to discuss, but a 
number of House Members, both Re-
publican and Democrat, want to help 
us get this amendment before the 
President as part of this appropriations 
bill. 

Having said that, let me make sure 
that Senators and that those out in the 
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audience, called America, whether it is 
families of severely mentally ill young 
people, or whether it is small busi-
nesses, or whether it is big businesses 
in the United States, this amendment 
is not the bill that passed that brought 
concern as to the cost to business. This 
is a very simple proposition. 

This bill, let me make it clear, does 
not mandate mental health services or 
determine charges. It does not require 
parity for copayments and deductibles. 
It does not require parity for inpatient 
hospital stays or outpatient limits. 

This amendment, as presented, does 
not cover substance abuse, and it does 
not cover chemical dependency. It ex-
cludes Medicare and Medicaid, to be 
handled separately in legislation with 
reference to those statutory benefits. 
It allows for managed care and mental 
health carve-outs, does not apply to in-
dividual health coverage, and exempts 
small businesses with 25 or fewer em-
ployees. 

So I guess with that clearly under-
stood, one might ask, what does it do? 
Essentially, this is a compromise to 
begin down the path of parity and non-
discrimination for the mentally ill peo-
ple in this country who have health in-
surance. It does just two very funda-
mental things. 

The aggregate lifetime coverage on 
an insurance policy and the annual 
payment limits, Mr. President, must be 
the same for mental health coverage as 
for the physical health coverage. 

In simple terms, if heretofore you 
bought an insurance policy and it cov-
ered mental health, with whatever con-
ditions are attached—normally down 
here well into the policy it would say 
the aggregate lifetime coverage is 
$50,000, and up here in the bolder print 
it might say the coverage for every-
body in this policy, not otherwise pro-
vided for, is $1 million. So if you get 
sick from cancer or a heart condition 
or tuberculosis or, God forbid, any of 
the serious illnesses, the lifetime cov-
erage is $1 million under that policy. 

But if you get schizophrenia when 
you are 16 or 18, which is within the 
age, between 17 and 32 or so, you might 
get that dread mental disease, this pol-
icy that I was just alluding to that is 
out there now would say mental health 
is covered, mental illness, but it would 
say for that one, you only get $50,000 
worth of aggregate lifetime coverage. 

This Domenici-Wellstone amendment 
says that will not be legal anymore, for 
it says if you choose to write that pol-
icy or if you choose to buy coverage as 
a big company and you buy a $1 million 
aggregate coverage for your employees 
for their illnesses, then if you want to 
cover them for mental illness, you have 
to cover them lifetime for $1 million 
also. 

And if the annual payment limit, for 
those are common also —you may have 
a $1 million aggregate for your life-
time, but it may only cover $50,000 a 
year as the annual, or $100,000—it says 
that figure, too, for the annual limits 
has to be the same for the coverage 

provided for mentally ill people as for 
others with physical ailments covered 
in an insurance policy. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I say to my 
fellow Senators, from where we start-
ed, I will confess to everyone, this com-
promise truly—truly—dramatically re-
duced our expectations and our hopes. 
But we understand. We have dramati-
cally reduced the scope. 

We understand that the first bill that 
cleared the Senate with 68 votes re-
quired the same exact coverage for the 
mentally ill as you provide for anyone 
else, for other illnesses. And we under-
stand there was a concern about that 
in terms of how much it might cost. 
There was some concern expressed 
about what kind of treatment is treat-
ment of the mentally ill. Is it just an 
ordinary visit to a psychiatrist because 
you have marital difficulties or be-
cause you have a very temporary kind 
of depression? 

So what we decided to do was to scale 
back our desire and our hope for parity 
for this very important part of the 
American population and say let us get 
started by eliminating the hoax that 
exists in many cases where mentally ill 
people think they have coverage, but 
when you look at the fine print, the ag-
gregate lifetime coverage is so small as 
compared to the coverage for other ill-
nesses that, in many cases, it is a 
shock to those who have a family mem-
ber who comes down with manic de-
pression or severe depression or schizo-
phrenia or one of the bipolar illnesses. 

So we, to make it clear again, do not 
mandate the copayments. If you want 
to differentiate by having different co-
payments for mentally ill people and 
the coverage you provide, that is your 
privilege, that will be negotiated. That 
will be there in big companies as they 
work out how they are going to cover 
people. We do not mandate that parity 
to go down that far. We say just parity 
at the top, parity for the aggregate and 
parity for the aggregate annual. 

We are starting down a path of at 
least beginning to understand that 
there are indeed millions of Americans 
who have members of their family with 
these dread diseases. Believe you me, 
the stereotype of old as to how these 
happen, where they come from, are all 
out the window. They did not come be-
cause a mother mistreated a child. 
They did not get schizophrenia because 
somebody neglected them for 10 years. 
These are very, very serious illnesses of 
the brain. Someday we will tie those 
down into very, very understandable 
physical treatments with medicines 
and other things which are already 
making dramatic, dramatic progress 
for this part of our population. 

So we have a chance to just send a 
little ray of hope to the millions of 
American people, hundreds of thou-
sands of families who have this kind of 
situation that heretofore your compa-
nies, if they are insuring you and your 
family through your employment, if 
they cover you for mental illness, then 
it will not be trivial coverage, it will 

not be a scaled-down coverage so insig-
nificant that it hardly, hardly deserves 
being called coverage, because if you 
get schizophrenia or one of your chil-
dren do or they get manic depression or 
they become seriously depressed where 
it becomes chronic for any period of 
time, anybody in this room knows 
those $50,000 lifetime limits do not 
cover it at all no more than they would 
cover for somebody who is desperately 
ill with cancer and needs 10 operations 
and chemotherapy and 6 months in the 
hospital. That $50,000 would be gone in 
5 months or 3 months. 

So we get a little bit of what we call 
parity. And we move just a little bit 
further away from the rampant dis-
crimination that besets coverage for 
the mentally ill men, women, teen-
agers, young people across this land. 

I repeat, when you vote for this to-
night, many of you will have heard— 
many of the men and women in the 
Senate on their trips home and cer-
tainly many House Members in their 
districts will have heard from the Alli-
ance for the Mentally Ill, thousands 
and thousands of their members. I have 
already run into two Senators who met 
their membership at home. And some 
were joking, I say to Senator 
WELLSTONE, because they seem to say 
your name right but they seem to say 
my name wrong. So they say you have 
to support that ‘‘Dominichi’’-Wellstone 
bill. But that is all right just so long as 
we all understand what it is. 

So Mr. President, at this point I am 
going to yield to Senator WELLSTONE. 
But I am wondering if we could get a 
time agreement to satisfy—we have a 
second-degree amendment being of-
fered here. Before I agree to a time 
agreement, I want to see it. So I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will be relatively brief because I know 
there are several other Senators who 
want to speak tonight. Senator KEN-
NEDY has spent many of his years as a 
Senator fighting on behalf of parity 
and fairness for people struggling with 
mental illness, and others. 

Mr. President, on April 18 of this 
year, 68 Senators voted for our amend-
ment. This was really an amendment 
that said we ought to end the discrimi-
nation. There ought to be full parity 
for the treatment of mental illness in 
our country. I think what the Senate 
was saying—68 Senators, which is real-
ly a significant vote—was that for too 
long the stigma of mental illness has 
kept many in need from seeking help 
and for too long it has prevented pol-
icymakers from providing the help. We 
heard from a number of Senators who 
spoke in very personal terms about 
their own families and their own expe-
riences—Senator CONRAD, Senator 
SIMPSON, and Senator DOMENICI. 

Mr. President, their testimony was 
eloquent and powerful. But in addition 
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I want to point out tonight that there 
are also very sound policy reasons for 
supporting this amendment. I will not 
describe our amendment. Senator 
DOMENICI has already done so. But I do 
want colleagues to know that it is just 
an incremental step forward, but a sig-
nificant one. 

What we are saying is that when it 
comes to lifetime caps and annual 
caps, at least have parity there so that 
we do not have a situation where there 
is a million-dollar cap for someone who 
is struggling with cancer or heart dis-
ease and then you find out that if 
someone is struggling with mental ill-
ness all together it is a $40,000 cap or 
an annual cap of only $10,000. 

This amendment would really help 
many families in our country who 
right now, given the present arrange-
ment, which is an arrangement of dis-
crimination and stigma, just face eco-
nomic catastrophe. People just go 
bankrupt. People go under all too 
often. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment is 
incremental. It is not full parity, but it 
would be an enormous step forward. As 
I said, it is not just the personal sto-
ries. Certainly I could talk about this 
tonight in very personal terms. We 
have done that already. But there are 
sound policy reasons. The MIT Sloan 
School of Management reported in 1995 
that clinical depression costs American 
business $28.8 billion in lost produc-
tivity and worker absenteeism. 

In addition, there are too many peo-
ple in prison who should not be. There 
are too many children who could be 
doing well in school who do not do 
well. There are too many families 
under tremendous strain that do not 
need to be under so much strain. I 
mean, in many ways we talk so much 
about the importance of supporting 
families. 

If we could pass this amendment to-
night with a huge vote, and then work 
hard and get the support in the House— 
and I think we will. Senator DOMENICI 
is right, so many families and so many 
people who have struggled with this 
have been active. One of the things 
that has changed through organiza-
tions like the National Alliance of the 
Mentally Ill and others is that people 
no longer will accept the idea that be-
cause they have to struggle with men-
tal illness they are somehow women or 
men of less worth or less substance or 
less dignity. People are speaking up for 
themselves. 

I think if we get a really strong vote 
tonight—and I think we will—I think 
you will see many of those families 
working hard with Members of the 
House and we will pass this. And we 
should, Mr. President. It would make 
an enormous difference. 

I said to my colleague, Senator 
DOMENICI, and I have said to other 
friends as well, that the only thing 
that troubled me that evening—I will 
never forget; I was very proud to be a 
part of this—was that at the very end 
the expectations of all of the people 

that had just risen, the hopes would 
just be dashed and people would end up 
just being devastated and discouraged 
and feel like it all was for naught. 

We did not make it on the insurance 
reform bill, but this is not just a sym-
bolic exercise tonight. We are hoping 
to get a huge vote from Republicans 
and Democrats alike. I think we have 
the support for this. Then we are hop-
ing that in conference committee this 
stays in and this becomes the law of 
the land. It is not full parity, it is just 
incremental, but what a difference it 
would make. What a difference it would 
make for families that are struggling 
with mental illness. Mr. President, 
what a difference it would make. 

I do not guess this is the most impor-
tant reason, but what a difference it 
would make for all of the families that 
now are speaking for themselves and 
talking to Senators and talking to 
Representatives. 

I see Senator CONRAD, and I talked 
about what the Senator said on the 
floor on April 18. I said I would never 
forget those words. I see he is here to 
speak. I do not want to cut into the 
time of others. 

However, I think it is only old data 
and old ideas that have kept us from 
covering mental health the same way 
we cover other real illnesses, whether 
they are acute or chronic. Congress 
should pass this. The Senate should 
pass this amendment. We should pass it 
by a huge margin. It is a necessary and 
affordable step toward ending the stig-
ma and discrimination against Ameri-
cans suffering from mental illness. 

Let me repeat one more time: This 
vote tonight, the larger the margin the 
better, will be a necessary and afford-
able step that we as Senators have 
taken toward ending the stigma of dis-
crimination against Americans suf-
fering from mental illness. Colleagues, 
Democrats and Republicans alike, to 
take that step is no small accomplish-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Sarah 
Vogelsberg, a fellow in my office, be 
given the privilege of the floor during 
the consideration of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, few 
forms of discrimination are crueler, 
more counterproductive, and more 
widespread than those inflicted on the 
mentally ill and their families. Lack of 
adequate insurance coverage for the se-
verely mentally ill is a major factor 
leading to homelessness—and hopeless-
ness. Illness is a tragedy for any fam-
ily. Mental illness is a triple tragedy 
because the inevitable strain of coping 
with the illness is compounded by the 
unfair stigma associated with the ill-
ness and the lack of adequate insur-
ance coverage to make treatment af-
fordable. 

Five million Americans suffer from 
serious mental illnesses every year. 
Few Americans do not have a family 

member, a friend, or a coworker, who 
has been touched by these tragic ill-
nesses. 

The financial burden of serious ill-
ness can be crushing, whether the ill-
ness is mental or physical, whether 
schizophrenia, heart disease, or cancer. 
For the majority of Americans, health 
insurance provides protection against 
the cost of treating heart disease, can-
cer, or other physical diseases, but this 
protection is shamefully less available 
for mental illnesses. There is no dis-
crimination in insurance coverage 
against victims of heart disease or can-
cer, but there is vast discrimination 
against those afflicted with mental ill-
ness, and it is time for Congress to end 
it. 

Every year, one in five Americans is 
afflicted by severe mental illness. Even 
mental illnesses that are less severe in 
the sense they are not chronic or do 
not have a clear biological basis can be 
devastating to individuals and fami-
lies. Transient depression can lead to 
suicide. Mental health problems can re-
sult in divorce, child abuse, job loss, 
failure in school, delinquency, and sub-
stance abuse. The health costs of treat-
ing severe mental illness is $27 billion a 
year. The total cost of treating all 
mental illness is $70 billion a year. 

Even these figures are far from re-
flecting the true cost of mental illness 
because such illnesses are often inap-
propriately treated in the health care 
system at a high cost with poor out-
comes. It is estimated that adequate 
treatment for mental illness would 
save 10 percent of overall medical 
costs. 

And these are only the direct costs. 
The indirect costs of severe mental ill-
ness—lost productivity, disability, and 
premature death—exceed $40 billion a 
year, and the indirect costs of all men-
tal illnesses are far higher than that. 

Mental illness is treatable and often 
curable. And treatments are becoming 
more effective every year. In fact, 
treatment for even very severe mental 
disorders is more effective than 
angioplasty, one of the most common 
treatments for heart disease. 

Yet, insurance discrimination 
against mental illness is rampant, de-
spite the fact that mental illness can 
be as devastating as any physical ill-
ness, despite the fact that good mental 
health care can actually save money, 
despite the heavy burden that mental 
illness places on millions of Americans 
and their families. Only about 11 per-
cent of all employer-sponsored health 
plans cover treatment of mental illness 
as generously as treatment of other ill-
nesses. Two-thirds of such plans place 
dollar limits on outpatient treatment. 
Eighty percent have more restrictive 
hospital coverage for mental illness. 

Senator DOMENICI and Senator 
WELLSTONE offered a landmark amend-
ment to end this injustice when the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy health insurance 
bill was considered by the Senate. 
Their full parity role made sense. 

Five States have already adopted 
comparable laws. None has experienced 
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significant cost increases as a result. If 
it works for Maryland, Minnesota, 
Maine, Rhode Island, and New Hamp-
shire, it can work for the rest of the 
country. 

Here is what the Governor of New 
Hampshire said: 

In the 2 years since I signed this bill, this 
has proven to be an affordable and effective 
piece of legislation. . . I urge you to pass 
similar health reform legislation on the na-
tional level. 

The Governor of Minnesota said: 
Since the enactment of [our] law, there has 

not been a significant cost increase . . . I en-
courage you to support the Domenici- 
Wellstone amendment. 

The Governor of Maine said: 
Our experience with serious mental illness 

has indicated that providing responsive and 
supportive coverage upfront . . . is not only 
the proper public policy, but also has posi-
tive economic impact with very little up-
front costs for our State. 

The Domenici-Wellstone amendment, 
as has been pointed out, was approved 
by the Senate by an overwhelming 68– 
30 bipartisan vote. President Bill Clin-
ton urged that it be enacted into law. 
Unfortunately, it was dropped in the 
House-Senate conference because of 
the opposition of our House Republican 
conferees. 

Now on this bill we have another 
chance to do the right thing. The pend-
ing amendment is a compromise—a 
worthwhile downpayment on this basic 
issue. Under the amendment, the an-
nual dollar limit and lifetime dollar 
limit for mental health services cov-
ered by insurance could not be less 
than the limits set for other health 
services. 

The amendment does not address 
many other special limits often im-
posed on mental health services, such 
as higher copayments, limits on out-
patient visits, or limits on hospital 
days. Like the original amendment, it 
does not limit in any way legitimate 
cost containment steps to assure that 
care is necessary and effective. 

The cost of this amendment is mini-
mal. At most, it may lead to a rise of 
four-tenths of 1 percent in health in-
surance premiums, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office. Other 
analyses estimate the costs may even 
be lower. And none of these cost esti-
mates take into account the savings 
that better mental health care will 
provide. 

Opponents contend this proposal is 
an unjustified interference with the 
rights of employers. We heard the same 
objections to the minimum wage, to 
laws outlawing racial discrimination in 
employment, to the Americans With 
Disabilities Act, and to child labor 
laws. The opponents were wrong then, 
and they are wrong now. 

Americans with mental illnesses and 
their families deserve a simple justice 
from employers, from the health insur-
ance industry, and from their Govern-
ment. This is the Congress that can 
begin to show the common sense, the 
compassion, and the basic fairness that 

the mentally ill and their families de-
serve. I urge the Senate to adopt this 
amendment. 

I join in paying tribute to my two 
colleagues and friends, Senator DOMEN-
ICI and Senator WELLSTONE for their ef-
forts. They have fought long and hard 
to make this amendment a reality. 
Every family that will ever have a 
loved one who will need mental health 
care is in their debt. I also want to 
mention Tipper Gore, the Vice-Presi-
dent’s wife, who has done so much to 
increase understanding of the need to 
improve mental health coverage and 
has worked so hard for mental health 
parity. Finally, President Clinton’s 
untiring efforts in this cause deserve 
special commendation. 

I urge the Senate to adopt this 
amendment—and I urge the Senate 
conferees to hold firm this time, so 
that the House extremists will fail, and 
that this long overdue measure will go 
to the President for signature. 

This amendment has a special mean-
ing for me and my family. In 1963, the 
first Presidential message on mental 
illness in history was sent to the Con-
gress by President Kennedy. This mes-
sage resulted in the passage of the first 
program to establish community men-
tal health centers and provide commu-
nity-based services for the mentally ill. 
And I am proud that, as chairman of 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, I had the opportunity to 
send to the full Senate President Clin-
ton’s Health Security Program, pro-
viding for full parity and comprehen-
sive coverage of mental health services 
for every American. I believe the day 
will yet come when we will enact a pro-
gram that assures the basic human 
right to health care for every Amer-
ican, whatever their wealth—and what-
ever their illness. 

Mr. President, this Senate owes a 
great sense of appreciation to our two 
colleagues for fighting for this modest 
but enormously significant and most 
important program. I hope it will be 
carried by an overwhelming margin. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 

to join my colleague, Senator KEN-
NEDY, in commending Senator DOMEN-
ICI and Senator WELLSTONE for offering 
this amendment. 

The Senate has concerned itself with 
this issue several times in the past. 
Previously, when Senator DOMENICI 
and Senator WELLSTONE offered this 
amendment—a much broader amend-
ment than this one—we got 68 votes on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate. In the rec-
onciliation bill, I had this passed in the 
Finance Committee, and it passed on 
the floor of the Senate on reconcili-
ation. So the Senate has considered a 
much broader version of mental health 
parity than we are considering tonight. 
This only relates to parity on lifetime 
and annual caps for mental illness. It is 
a small part of the parity provision 
that previously passed with an over-

whelming vote on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate. 

Now, Mr. President, this is a begin-
ning. It is an important beginning, and 
we ought to make the start. It is the 
right thing to do. We ought to treat a 
mental illness in the same way that we 
treat a physical illness. 

Mr. President, the last time I spoke 
on this matter before my colleagues, I 
talked about an experience I had when 
I was the assistant tax commissioner 
in the State of North Dakota. We had a 
receptionist who was struck by a men-
tal illness. I recounted her case. I don’t 
want to take the time of my colleagues 
tonight to repeat the specifics of that 
matter, but I will simply say that she 
was a young, vibrant woman, who one 
day was healthy—perfectly healthy, ra-
diantly healthy—and the next day she 
thought the pictures on the walls were 
talking to her. Her life was badly dam-
aged. In fact, she ultimately tried to 
take her own life. 

Mr. President, it was in dealing with 
that case that I learned that, in this 
country, insurance policies frequently 
discriminate against those with mental 
illness. And it is a very serious matter, 
this matter of discrimination, because 
if you are so unfortunate as to have a 
loved one or a family member or, God 
forbid, you yourself are stricken, you 
will quickly find out that the coverage 
in most policies is dramatically dif-
ferent for a mental illness than a phys-
ical illness. 

For example, annual caps, typically, 
for mental illness are $10,000 a year. 
For physical illness they are $100,000 or 
$250,000 a year, which is a dramatic dif-
ference. Believe me, if you are part of 
a family that has this awful thing hap-
pen to you, and you are up against 
those kinds of limits, you will find out 
very quickly that this can drain your 
family’s finances. This can be dev-
astating, not only in terms of the per-
sonal tragedy, but in terms of the fi-
nancial tragedy that follows, as well. 

Mr. President, this is a modest pro-
posal. According to CBO, on average, 
this would increase health insurance 
premiums by .16 percent, not 16 per-
cent, not 1.6 percent, but .16 percent. 

Mr. President, this is the right thing 
to do. We ought to take this step. I 
hope my colleagues will join in on a bi-
partisan basis in passing the Domenici- 
Wellstone amendment. I thank the 
Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am 
very proud to be a cosponsor of the 
Domenici-Wellstone amendment, which 
provides for just a small measure of 
mental health ‘‘parity.’’ I am also a co-
sponsor of the freestanding bill, S. 2031, 
the Mental Health Parity Act of 1996, 
which was introduced on August 2. I 
am—and will remain—deeply com-
mitted to this cause. I sincerely believe 
that the manner in which we address 
this singular issue will speak volumes 
about the true nature of the 104th Con-
gress. 

I want to emphasize as clearly as I 
can that this amendment does not ask 
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for anything grand or far reaching. It 
would merely require health plans to 
provide parity with respect to lifetime 
caps and annual payment limits. In 
other words, if an existing health plan 
has a lifetime cap or an annual limit 
on what it will spend for medical or 
surgical services, that plan must either 
include services for mental illness in 
that total or have a separate ceiling for 
mental illnesses that is no more re-
strictive than the ceiling for medical 
and surgical services. 

This very limited proposal would 
apply only in these two areas—for life-
time caps and for annual payment lim-
its. It would not require ‘‘parity’’ for 
copayments or deductibles or any other 
aspects of health coverage. 

Considering that the Senate has pre-
viously voted—on April 18, by a margin 
of 68 to 30—for an amendment that 
would have required a much more 
sweeping version of mental health 
‘‘parity,’’ it surely seems to me that 
the pending amendment—which is so 
very limited in scope—should pass by 
an even larger vote. I would look for-
ward to that. 

But those of us who have been in-
volved in this cause have learned not 
to take a thing for granted. Even if we 
are to win this vote, we know that we 
will confront myriad further road-
blocks as this measure works its way 
though the legislative process in the 
remaining weeks of this session. 

I still have a bit of a hollow feeling 
about our failure to include this rea-
sonable compromise in the health in-
surance reform bill. In a bill that was 
so packed full of ‘‘mandates’’—which is 
exactly what the health insurance bill 
consisted of—somehow this mental 
health provision was singled out as 
some terrible mandate that would 
‘‘cost too much.’’ 

As much as I don’t want to believe 
this, my gut instincts tell me that this 
outcome most surely had something to 
do with discrimination against the 
mentally ill. This Congress should not 
make this mistake a second time. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise 

with a heavy heart to address this sub-
ject. I say heavy heart because no one 
could fail to be moved by the very elo-
quent statements that the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico has 
made on this floor concerning this 
problem, both now and in the past. He 
has brought to light the problem that, 
I think, affects many Americans and 
has focused our attention on a very dif-
ficult aspect of the current health care 
policy. 

On the major tenet that suggests 
that there are differences in coverage 
in this area, I must say, the Senator is 
exactly right. That certainly conforms 
with my understanding. There are dif-
ferences in coverage with regard to 
mental health. He has eloquently put 

the case that many of the citizens who 
suffer from these infirmities suffer tre-
mendous consequences because of the 
lack of insurance coverage in that 
area. I think he has done an excellent 
job in articulating the difficulties vis-
ited upon their families, not only be-
cause of the illness, but because of the 
nuances in the insurance policies. 

Why would one rise to voice con-
cerns? It is simply this, Mr. President. 
As this body requires coverage, or in 
this case sets limitations, fixes limita-
tions, what we also do is not only help 
people out who are on the receiving 
end, but we establish the precedent 
that it is for the Government to decide 
what kind of coverage you purchase, 
not the person who is paying for it. 

Mr. President, let us be very specific. 
If this amendment passes, consumers 
will be denied the right to pick the 
terms of coverage, or negotiate the 
terms of coverage they wish with an in-
surance company. We will have had the 
Government make that decision and 
not the consumers. Now, I put it to 
Senators that it is important for con-
sumers to have choices. I must say 
that I think it is commendable that 
the Senators’ underlying amendment 
does not mandate the mental health 
coverage. It still leaves that open. I do 
hear—and I think he and others have 
acknowledged it—that it may have a 
tendency to have people drop mental 
health coverage from their policies, if 
this passes in its present form. 

What we do if we pass this is say that 
consumers are no longer allowed to 
make a choice as to the limitations on 
the mental health coverage that they 
purchase. What we are saying is, you 
are going to have to buy a policy that 
will conform with these guidelines, 
even though you don’t want to. Now, 
Mr. President, I believe that consumers 
ought to retain that choice. I believe it 
is fair to require people to offer cov-
erage, with the commensurate costs 
that it may involve, but I don’t think 
it is appropriate for us to take that de-
cision away from consumers. Thus, Mr. 
President, I do rise with an amendment 
that I think clarifies the issue. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5195 TO AMENDMENT NO. 5194 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 5195 to 
amendment No. 5194. 

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
title, consumers shall retain the freedoms to 
choose a group health plan with coverage 
limitations of their choice, even if such cov-
erage limitations for mental health services 
are inconsistent with section 2 of this title. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the 
amendment is very simple and it is 
very direct. It simply retains the mat-
ter of choice in the consumer. If you 
think the consumer ought to be able to 
purchase the protection that they 

wish, you will want to vote for this 
amendment because it makes it clear 
that consumers can end up making 
that choice themselves. If you wish to 
deny the consumer the right to pur-
chase the coverage that they prefer, 
you will want to vote against the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I think underlying 
this is a very important principle. 
Should we force people to buy coverage 
they do not want to buy? There are 
good arguments on both sides, inciden-
tally. I will certainly concede that. I 
will concede that the case the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico 
brings for his amendment is one of the 
most heart-rending and eloquent pres-
entations I have ever listened to. 

So, Mr. President, I also believe it is 
important in this land of freedom to re-
tain freedom of choice for consumers. 
Thus, I offer my amendment here on 
the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not know if there are any other Sen-
ators who want to speak in behalf of 
the Domenici-Wellstone, et al., amend-
ment. I understand the Chair would 
like to speak. I will personally relieve 
him shortly so he can speak. But let 
me make a comment about the Brown 
amendment, after which I will move to 
table it once Senators who want to 
speak have had an opportunity to do 
so. 

Let me just make a case here. Fellow 
Senators, we just passed a Kassebaum- 
Kennedy health reform bill. What did 
we say in it with reference to pre-
existing conditions? We said insurance 
companies can no longer deny coverage 
because of preexisting conditions. We 
could have had a distinguished Senator 
like the Senator from Colorado—and he 
is distinguished—come to the floor and 
say, ‘‘But we ought to have the con-
sumers retain the right to choose.’’ So 
we could offer an amendment here that 
would have said it. But we need to pro-
tect the consumers’ choice. 

So we are saying you have to do this; 
you have to cover the preexisting con-
ditions, but the consumer ought to 
have the choice, and he ought to be 
able to opt out. You see what that did. 
Nobody dared do it—not even my dis-
tinguished friend from Colorado—be-
cause that produced what we all call 
cherry picking. It permits people to 
offer coverage at the lowest possible 
rate denying coverage to many, many 
people and leaving those to somebody 
else. 

I cited here on the floor where cherry 
picking came from. I thought it came 
from the basketball player where, when 
the fellow didn’t want to get into the 
game of getting rebounds, he stood out 
on the side over there and let the other 
people do all the work. And he would 
run down, and they throw him the ball, 
and he would get to cherry pick the 
basket. 

What the Senator is doing here in 
this amendment, which sounds great, is 
he is taking a provision that we are of-
fering that says simply the following: 
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If an insurance company chooses to 
cover mental health—let me repeat; if 
they choose to cover mental health. 
Implicitly they do not have to cover 
mental health. I would assume they 
will offer policies without coverage for 
mental health. I assume that exists 
today. It will exist tomorrow. It will 
exist a year from now if this becomes 
law. Companies will offer policies with 
no mental health coverage, and that is 
available for those consumers who 
want to choose that. But it will also 
offer mental health coverage. All we 
are saying is, if you choose to offer 
that coverage, then you must offer two 
things—only two things: The annual 
amount to be paid for the illness and 
treatment must be the same for phys-
ical as for severe or mental illness. You 
can’t have two different annual pay-
ments. As to the lifetime aggregate 
coverage, you cannot have two dif-
ferent ones, if you cover mental health. 

So, in a sense, I say to my fellow 
Senators, this choice is already pro-
vided for because insurance companies 
are going to provide ample choice. 
They are going to say we are not cov-
ering mental health. Would you like to 
buy that kind of policy? We are only 
saying if they choose to cover mental 
health that these two characteristics, 
qualities, must be present. 

If the Senator chooses to say, for 
those companies that choose to write 
insurance policies that have mental 
health and, therefore, have this kind of 
coverage, people ought to be able to 
say, ‘‘I opt out of a portion of it.’’ Then 
I submit we are right back where we 
started where we do not have coverage 
for the mentally ill because people who 
do not have any problems will opt out 
of it, and there will not be coverage 
under even those cases where policies 
have it expressly because the decision 
has been made—because the decision 
has been made—to include it. 

So from my standpoint, I will very 
soon move to table this. I say to every-
one that I think, if it were adopted and 
implemented literally, I believe we will 
have done away with the kind of cov-
erage we seek to provide within the 
confines of a policy that the offset 
chooses—coverage for mental illness. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Very briefly, I say 

openly that I could go through in a 
kind of logical way all of the specifics 
of it. But I believe the amendment of 
my good friend from Colorado guts this 
amendment in the second degree. I 
think what he most objects to is the 
idea of any kind of standard. We just 
voted on a standard. That is what we 
just did. That is the vote we just took. 
It was 98 votes where we said, ‘‘Look, 
when it comes to the whole issue of the 
mother-child, we want to make sure 
there is at least a 48-hour period of 
time.’’ That is what we just did. We are 
now saying in a very incremental way 

that when it comes to the mental 
health area we ought to deal with this 
discrimination and we ought to make 
sure that, at least with the lifetime or 
annual caps, you have some parity. If 
you begin to say, ‘‘I am all for the 
plans, but I do not want to have a situ-
ation where in fact there has to be in 
mental health coverage an equality 
with caps,’’ then you move away from 
the whole strength of this. 

So this is the opposite of the per-
fecting amendment. This amendment 
guts this legislation. I hope that it will 
be defeated resoundingly. 

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DOMENICI). The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, if I 

could, I would like to address the com-
ments of the two previous speakers. 

With all respect to my good friend 
from Minnesota, let me suggest that 
the vote we just had, at least in my 
view, is not quite the same as he im-
plied. The record vote we just had was 
on the Frist amendment that perfected 
the Bradley amendment. I voted for 
that because it did improve the Brad-
ley amendment. I certainly would con-
fess to the Senator with regard to the 
underlying Bradley amendment that 
there are significant similarities, and I 
think he makes a valid point there. 
One difference, I might point out, is 
the cost differential for that very mod-
est step, first, I might say, which is 
something that I hope would be in all 
policies, which is dramatically dif-
ferent than what I believe the cost im-
pact with regard to the mental health 
coverage is. 

Second, Mr. President, with regard to 
the statement of the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico with regard to 
his point in regard to choice being still 
present, if his amendment passes, I 
think that is a valid point if either 
choice is retained. Unfortunately, the 
choice, though, as to whether or not 
you have any mental coverage, if you 
do not want to go with the higher 
limit, you have to drop all coverage, 
this amendment would make it clear 
that you retain the choice as to the 
level of coverage. I think that is the 
crux of it. 

Why is that significant? It may be 
possible to afford 10,000 dollars’ worth 
of coverage, or 100,000 dollars’ worth of 
coverage, or 1 million dollars’ worth of 
coverage. But it may not be possible to 
pay for $10 million of coverage. Does 
that mean, if you can’t go with the 
higher level, that you are not allowed 
to have any choice at all? Unless the 
Brown amendment passes, the second- 
degree amendment, that is exactly 
what it means. If the Brown amend-
ment passes, it means that you are al-
lowed to have choices as to the cov-
erage levels you may wish for mental 
health. 

It seems to me that is fundamentally 
a question of choice and an important 
part of it. And it is vital for our con-
sumers to retain that option. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. I have listened to 

this debate with great interest. I find 
myself philosophically agreeing with 
the Senator from Colorado about the 
issue of choice, but I intend to oppose 
his amendment because it ignores the 
reality of our current health care 
structure and raises an issue that I 
have raised before and will raise again 
and again and again as we deal with 
the health care circumstance. 

He uses in his amendment the word 
‘‘consumers.’’ The fact is that con-
sumers do not buy health insurance. 
Individual consumers do not buy 
health insurance except in very rare 
cases. Companies buy health insurance. 
Employers buy health insurance. 

In my view, that is one of the main 
things that is wrong with our health 
care system, that individual consumers 
are not allowed choice. We are forced 
to take whatever our employers decide 
to choose on our behalf. 

I have said on this floor before I had 
a better health care plan before I came 
to the Senate than I have now. Why? 
Because the employer for whom I 
worked did a better job from my point 
of view than the U.S. Government does 
in choosing plans. If I were an indi-
vidual consumer buying health care 
the way I buy an automobile, I would 
have chosen to bring that health care 
plan with me when I came from one 
employer to the other employer. But 
because of the way our health care sys-
tem is structured, we are not allowed 
to do that. We, as individual con-
sumers, are not allowed to make those 
kinds of choices. So let us understand 
that when the Senator from Colorado 
talks about consumers making choices, 
he is using the language of the market-
place that simply does not apply in 
health care. 

We had a long battle on this floor for 
many weeks over the idea of allowing 
individuals to set up savings accounts 
from which they could purchase health 
services. We finally had a compromise 
saying that we would only allow 750,000 
people to do that. If we cannot find a 
more dramatic statement than that 
fact that underlies that consumers, 
that is, individuals, are not allowed to 
make these kinds of decisions, then I 
do not know where we would find a 
more dramatic statement. 

I would like in coming Congresses to 
restructure the system around medical 
savings accounts and around consumer 
choice. I think that is the ultimate so-
lution, and if we get to that point, then 
I think we can consider the amendment 
of the Senator from Colorado. But 
when we are stuck with the cir-
cumstance we are stuck with now 
where decisions are made by somebody 
other than individuals, I think the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico is an appropriate one, and I in-
tend to oppose the second-degree 
amendment and support the amend-
ment of the Senator from New Mexico. 
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Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. BENNETT. I would be happy to 

yield for a question. 
Mr. BROWN. It is my understanding 

the Senator has favored letting em-
ployers give employees choices. Would 
I be fair and accurate in saying that, if 
the DOMENICI amendment passes, it 
would preclude employers offering, 
making available to their employees a 
choice as to the various levels of men-
tal health coverage if they differ? 

Mr. BENNETT. It is my under-
standing, in response to the Senator’s 
question, that an employer would not 
be precluded from offering whatever he 
wanted. From my own experience as an 
employer, let me describe to the Sen-
ator what we offered to our employees. 
Under the cafeteria plan proposal, we 
say to our employees that we have x 
number of benefit dollars. You tell us 
how you want us to spend them on 
your behalf. And under a cafeteria plan 
approach—a 125(c) plan, I think it is de-
scribed in the Tax Code—an employer 
could say, here is a mental health care 
plan of x amount of coverage. Here is a 
mental health care plan of y amount of 
coverage. Here is a mental health care 
plan of z amount of coverage. And here 
is a physical health care plan of x 
amount of coverage, and you get to 
pick. 

The employee under those cir-
cumstances could say, ‘‘I want $10,000 
of coverage in mental health care 
under this plan, and as a second option, 
I want a plan that has $1 million worth 
of physical coverage.’’ 

Yes, I get, in effect, the same thing 
the Senator is talking about, but I 
have to buy two plans to do it and 
there is nothing in the current law or 
nothing in the Domenici-Wellstone 
amendment that would prevent an em-
ployer from offering that kind of cir-
cumstance. 

Mr. BROWN. To follow up, if I may, 
my understanding of the reading of the 
Domenici amendment is that he does 
exempt from these limitations restric-
tions to small employers. That, I 
think, is a commendable aspect of his 
amendment. But I do not see an 
amendment that provides the exemp-
tion that the Senator just talked 
about. As a matter of fact, the way I 
read the amendment—and perhaps the 
Senator will want to clarify it or set 
me straight on it—the way I read it, it 
says precisely that you cannot do what 
the Senator describes, that you cannot 
have a plan that has $1 million for 
physical coverage and $100,000 for men-
tal health coverage. 

Mr. BENNETT. You cannot have a 
single plan that has that discrimina-
tion, but if under a 125(c) cafeteria plan 
you say we are going to offer separate 
plans and you buy both, you could get 
that effect if the employee made that 
kind of choice. 

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate the Senator 
making that point. I think it is a very 
important point, that you do retain 
that option at least in the cafeteria 
plan. 

Mr. BENNETT. That is right. An em-
ployer who does not have a cafeteria 
plan would not face that option. But if 
by passage of this we encourage em-
ployers to move to a 125(c) plan, a cafe-
teria plan, I think that is all to the 
good. My underlying point is that the 
consumer does not make these choices, 
which I think is wrong and needs to be 
changed at some point when we re-
structure our health care system. 

Mr. BROWN. If the Senator would 
permit me another. 

Mr. BENNETT. Surely. 
Mr. BROWN. It is this Senator’s view 

that the option that the Senator just 
described for the employer about the 
cafeteria plan, which I think is an im-
portant option, is the option that 
ought to be preserved for other con-
sumers who do not fit in the small em-
ployer option. 

Mr. BENNETT. I agree with the Sen-
ator, but I do not think this legislation 
is the place in which to do it. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, what we 

have before us is a very bad amend-
ment with very good intentions. What 
this amendment in essence is saying is 
that we in the Senate know better than 
employers and workers what kind of 
health insurance coverage they need. 

This amendment overrides the deci-
sion making of those workers who are 
affected by this amendment, and a very 
large portion of the population of the 
country will be affected. 

We are going to say to them that we 
know better. You may think that you 
want different limits for traditional 
physical health insurance than mental 
health coverage, but we know better 
than you and are going to make you 
buy the coverage with increased men-
tal health limits. The incredible par-
adox is that the only way you can es-
cape this is to drop mental health cov-
erage altogether. 

This is an unfunded mandate. If we 
had a proposal before us tonight to 
raise taxes to provide this benefit, I 
doubt it would get 30 votes. But what 
we have is a proposal tonight where 
‘‘Big Brother’’ Congress, know-it-all 
Congress, perfect-insight Congress, is 
going to say that even if you are a 
young worker and are having trouble 
buying health insurance and remaining 
competitive in the job market, we are 
going to force you to balloon your 
mental health coverage, as commend-
able as that might be. 

How wonderful it would be if every-
body in America could afford this cov-
erage. But what we are saying is, if you 
have any mental coverage in your plan, 
we are going to make you pay for a 
coverage limit up to the amount you 
have for traditional physical ailments. 
In the process we are going to drive up 
the cost of health insurance. We are 
going to reduce the choices that people 
have. The Senator from Colorado is 
saying if you want to mandate that in-
surance companies offer the coverage, 

then do it, but do not make people buy 
it if they do not want it. 

I would like to remind my col-
leagues—none of whom are having dif-
ficulty buying health insurance—that 
even though this may sound great from 
our point of view, the problem with pri-
vate health insurance is young working 
couples are having trouble paying for 
the health insurance they have. And, 
to the extent that this bill drives up 
the cost of hiring people, it will cost 
people their jobs, it will force compa-
nies who cannot afford to provide this 
benefit to eliminate all mental health 
coverage, and it will force working 
families to do without, because every 
penny that goes towards health insur-
ance comes right out of the pocket of 
the worker. Every economic study 
done, including studies by the adminis-
tration, count fringe benefits as part of 
the wage package. What we are doing 
to young couples who are trying to 
make ends meet, who want health in-
surance in case Johnny falls down the 
steps, is saying that you are going to 
have to pay for this extensive mental 
health coverage whether you want it or 
not. This amendment says that Con-
gress supposedly knows what is better 
for you than you yourself do—it as-
sumes that Congress is capable of mak-
ing better decisions. 

I totally and absolutely reject this. 
We adopted an amendment similar to 
this, but we adopted it when the major-
ity leader, Senator Dole, made it clear 
that we were never going to see it 
emerge from conference—yet we ended 
up in conference with serious negotia-
tions about really doing this. 

I, frankly, think it is outrageous 
that, on an appropriations bill, we are 
getting ready to mandate that working 
people and businesses provide a benefit, 
whether they want it or not; that they 
pay for it, whether they want it or not; 
and we are doing exactly what the 
American people are continually out-
raged about: injecting our value judg-
ments over theirs. We are saying that 
we know better than you know—that 
you really need this expanded mental 
health coverage, even if you do not 
want it and even if you can not afford 
it. 

The point is, mental health care may 
be a wonderful thing. If we could snap 
our fingers and have everybody in 
America covered, it would be great. 
The truth, however, is that we cannot. 
This is expensive coverage. It is not an 
accident that private health insurance 
policies normally have differentials. In 
fact, in many cases, people do not have 
mental health coverage. 

We have not had a tremendous 
amount of experience with mental 
health coverage under a third party 
payment system, where the insurance 
company is paying for it. I know we 
can get into a lengthy debate about ex-
perience of various States. I have seen 
estimates as high as 15-percent in-
crease, if you force people to pay for 
mental care for alcohol and drug reha-
bilitation. I do not know how to pull 
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that apart. But the point is, whatever 
the costs, how dare we, in the freest so-
ciety in the history of the world, at-
tempt to play God by telling people 
what kind of health insurance they 
must have. 

I think the amendment that has been 
offered by the Senator from New Mex-
ico is perfectly reasonable—more than 
reasonable. It simply says to insurance 
companies: You do not really live in a 
free society, you can not decide what 
product you want to sell, instead we 
are going to mandate that you sell this 
policy. Indeed, we are going to use the 
police power of the State to make you 
sell this policy. But, at least the Sen-
ator from Colorado says: We are not 
going to force young working couples, 
whose jobs might be threatened, whose 
ability to afford physical health insur-
ance might be threatened—we are not 
going to make them buy it. 

It seems to me that is the issue. In 
terms of somehow relating this to med-
ical savings accounts, that is the most 
contorted logic I have ever heard in my 
life. The point of medical savings ac-
counts is that, under the current tax 
law, if you buy low-deductible insur-
ance it is tax free. But if you buy high- 
deductible insurance and you put the 
difference in a savings account, then 
you have to pay taxes on that dif-
ference. In essence, we are making peo-
ple, through the Tax Code, buy low-de-
ductible insurance. We are putting peo-
ple in a position where, when they are 
buying health care, it is like going to 
the grocery store and having a grocery 
insurance policy, where 95 percent of 
what you put in your grocery basket is 
going to be paid for by grocery insur-
ance. Needless to say, if you had such a 
policy, you would eat differently, and 
so would your dog—this is part of the 
problem. 

What medical savings accounts do is 
expand choices. What the Domenici 
amendment does is limits choices. 
What gives us the right to say that 
people should be forced to buy health 
insurance that provides coverage which 
they otherwise would not choose to 
buy? Who are we to say that we have 
made this value judgment, that mental 
health care and physical health care 
are equal? Furthermore, who are we to 
say that if you have a policy which has 
a certain limit on physical care, and if 
you have any element of mental care in 
that policy, you are going to be forced 
to have the same limits on mental 
health care as well? 

Let me tell you what this amend-
ment would do. This amendment would 
drive up the cost of health insurance, it 
would drive up payroll costs, it would 
increase the cost of employing work-
ers, and, therefore, people would lose 
their jobs. 

Some courageous Members were will-
ing to stand up and be counted upon on 
the issue of the minimum wage. How is 
this issue any different? How is this at 
all different? The plain truth is, this is 
not different. What this amendment 
would do is impose an unfunded man-

date on workers and businesses. This 
will drive up unemployment. It will 
limit freedom. It will drive up the cost 
of health care. It will reduce the num-
ber of people who are covered by health 
insurance. And, finally, in the most 
perverted provision of this amendment, 
it will induce people to drop mental 
health coverage rather than face these 
expanded limits. 

So, I know we have danced around 
this issue before. I know that, in a 
form people thought would go to con-
ference and die there, we have voted on 
this before. I was proud to vote against 
it then and I am going to be proud to 
vote against it now. I think the Brown 
amendment is an amendment that 
makes the underlying amendment dra-
matically better. Because what the 
Brown amendment says, in its simplest 
form, is people have to offer this cov-
erage for sale, but you do not have to 
buy it. 

If you believe in freedom, if you be-
lieve in the right of people to choose 
you will vote for the Brown amend-
ment. I would remind my colleagues 
who talked about lack of choice—there 
is a choice. If you do not like the 
health insurance your employer is pro-
viding, you do have an option. We do 
not have indentured labor in this coun-
try. We do not allow the enforcement 
of indentured labor contracts. People 
have a right to change jobs, and in fact 
people change jobs every day because 
of health insurance, because they want 
it and they want to expand their free-
dom. 

This is an amendment that limits 
freedom. This is an amendment that is 
an unfunded mandate of the worst sort. 
This is an amendment which has the 
Congress choosing for consumers, 
choosing for their employers, and I 
think it is absolutely wrong. I strongly 
oppose the underlying amendment and 
I strongly support the Brown amend-
ment, which simply tries to preserve 
consumer choice. 

I would think that the authors of the 
underlying amendment would accept 
the Brown amendment because all the 
Brown amendment says is that, while 
the insurance coverage has to be of-
fered, if the consumer does not want it, 
cannot afford it, feels it threatens his 
or her job, or if it threatens the viabil-
ity of the company, you do not have to 
buy it. You either believe in freedom or 
you do not. 

If you believe in freedom, you are not 
for the Domenici amendment. If you 
believe in freedom, you are for the 
Brown amendment. Those are strong 
words but they are words that exactly 
fit the case before us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

heard the distinguished Senator cat-
egorize the words of my good friend, 
the occupant of the chair, as ‘‘prepos-
terous,’’ or what was it you chose to 
say, Senator? I think that is probably a 
good paraphrase. 

Let me suggest the entire debate by 
the Senator from Texas has been pre-
posterous. First, it is wrong on the 
facts; and, second, it is wrong on the 
logic; and, third, it is a gross exaggera-
tion if ever I have heard one. So, let me 
tell you the facts. And the Senator 
might do well to listen, because they 
are the facts. 

Mr. GRAMM. I will listen. 
Mr. DOMENICI. And I appreciate it, 

if you will. 
First of all, the only way we have 

been able to judge the cost of these 
various insurance changes is to get the 
Congressional Budget Office to tell us. 
Let me tell you what they said about 
this amendment. Sixteen one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent possible increase. 
Sixteen hundredths of 1 percent pos-
sible increase. Caveat, they said—ca-
veat, we are not taking into consider-
ation that it will probably be substan-
tially less, if we know the effect of 
managed care and HMO’s. 

Would anybody gather from the argu-
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
Texas that we are talking about that? 
Let me convert it to an insurance pol-
icy’s average costs: $6 to $8 a year. 
That is the choice between freedom and 
servitude, $6 a year, or $8. 

That is freedom from being in jail or 
being forced to be indentured—$6 or $8 
a year. 

Let me talk about eliminating 
choice. I just asked what the con-
ference report on the Kassebaum-Ken-
nedy bill passed by, how many votes. I 
looked and found my good friend, the 
Senator from Texas, voted for that. 
Though I might suggest to him—and I 
am his good friend—when he makes an 
argument I do not agree with, I make 
it as forcible as he, perhaps not as in-
tellectually as he. 

Having said that, I noted he voted for 
that bill. Mr. President, if ever you 
wanted to make an argument about 
eliminating freedom of choice, that 
was the bill to do it on, because you no 
longer have any choice to say, ‘‘I don’t 
want to buy insurance that covers the 
preexisting condition of my neighbor.’’ 
Right? You say, ‘‘I want another insur-
ance policy, because I want the right to 
choose between coverage of preexisting 
conditions or not.’’ 

Let me suggest, if there are degrees 
of freedom, you just waive freedom 
there in an astronomical way, and if 
you are losing some freedom here, you 
are losing it in a little, tiny, almost 
immeasurable quantity. 

So let me repeat to the U.S. Senate 
what this issue is about. This issue is 
about whether or not you want to take 
a little tiny step toward providing 
some kind of parity of treatment under 
insurance policies in this land to those 
who suffer mental illness. 

Let me tell you what it does not do. 
It does not require the kind of cov-
erage, the amount of copayment, the 
deductibles. Those are all left up to the 
insurance companies. All it says, I say 
to my friend from Kentucky, is if you 
write an insurance policy that covers 
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mental illness, then write it for the ag-
gregate coverage level that is identical 
to the coverage level for physical ill-
nesses. Is that a monumental thing? 
Most policies aggregate between 
$500,000 and $1 million. That is what 
you are saying: If you write one with 
mental illness, do not put one in at 
$50,000 and cancel at $1 million. Just 
put 1 million dollars’ worth of cov-
erage. 

I repeat, this is not a huge imposi-
tion of new costs on anyone. My friend 
from Texas says there is no experience 
with the coverage of mental illness. 
That is absolutely wrong. There is 
plenty of experience with the coverage 
of mental illness. There are all kind of 
insurance policies out there with cov-
erage of mental illness without dis-
crimination on the aggregate amount. 
Many companies already know what it 
will cost, and they know what it will 
save. 

All we are suggesting is that there 
are a few million American families 
out there who think they have insur-
ance coverage, and they find that their 
17-year-old daughter away at college 
got depression in her freshman year— 
could not make a choice, all of a sud-
den could not sleep, all of a sudden gets 
deathly sick, and all of a sudden the 
doctors say she has severe depression. 

All of a sudden they say, ‘‘Well, we 
have insurance.’’ They wake up and 
ask somebody. Surely, if the father of 
the house had a heart attack, he can 
stay in a hospital 6 weeks. He can get 
300,000 dollars’ worth of surgery. But 
for that daughter, if you look at the 
policy, and it probably said $50,000. And 
they thought they had insurance. If 
you have severe depression and get hos-
pitalized and then have to have the 
treatment that follows it, $50,000 is not 
even going to begin to care for them, 
just like $50,000 will not touch bypass 
surgery and all of the rehabilitation 
that comes with it, or severe cancer 
with six operations and chemotherapy. 

That is all we are saying. If you are 
going to write an insurance policy, in-
surance industry of America, busi-
nesses in America, if you are going to 
cover your employees and you are 
going to cover physical ailments and 
mental illness, just make sure that the 
aggregate amount is the same. 

That is not making any huge, mo-
mentous decision for the populace of 
the United States. It is a very simple, 
forthright, practical approach to insur-
ance coverage. 

As a matter of fact, the only reason 
they are writing it out of the policies 
now and writing it lower is because it 
is cheaper. When people start finding 
out and asking about it and wanting it, 
then they will cover them, but in many 
instances, it is already too late. But if 
you make it that they must have these 
aggregates in all of the policies, I re-
peat, the denial of freedom is so insig-
nificant and the cost is so insignificant 
that it is a trivialization, it trivializes 
the use of the words ‘‘denying freedom 
of choice.’’ It is truly turning monu-

mental words that we cherish and 
worry about, like ‘‘freedom,’’ and at-
taching those to something as insig-
nificant as what we have just described 
here on the floor. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
Brown-Gramm amendment and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask the Senator to 
withhold so that I might respond. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time 
would you like? 

Mr. GRAMM. I want time to respond, 
or I can suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Mexico withhold? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will let the Senator 
respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, every 
Member of the Senate voted for the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill. I stood on the 
floor and made it very clear that by 
moving toward community rating, we 
were driving up health insurance costs. 

What I wanted was medical savings 
accounts as a method to promote com-
petition and empower the consumer to 
make rational choices. Like most bills, 
it represented a tradeoff: an expansion 
of freedom in one area, a reduction of 
it in another. I see no expansion of 
freedom here. 

No. 2. If this provision really costs 
one-sixth of 1 percent, why isn’t it a 
matter of course in insurance policies? 
If this provision is so cheap and so 
good, why is it not provided? 

I will offer another amendment say-
ing that if, under this provision, the 
cost of insurance rises more than 1 per-
cent that this provision will be void, 
and we will see if that will be sup-
ported. 

Everyone who has ever argued that 
we should diminish freedom to promote 
a political objective has said that the 
political objective is big and the dimi-
nution of freedom is small. The point 
remains and is irrefutable that under 
this amendment, we are going to make 
you buy coverage that you may not 
want. We are going to make employers 
provide coverage that they may not be 
able to pay for unless they drop mental 
health coverage altogether. I believe 
that this is clearly a step in the wrong 
direction. 

Obviously, any of us can stand up and 
talk about things that any family 
would like to have. Wouldn’t any fam-
ily in America like to have comprehen-
sive mental health care when a 17-year- 
old child in college comes down with 
severe depression? Obviously, they 
would. But there are also a lot of fami-
lies who would like to have a 17-year- 
old in college. 

There are a lot of people who would 
like to have better jobs than they have. 
The point is, life is about choices. Life 
is about choices that we have to make 
in a free society. 

Senator BROWN says that we can re-
quire insurance companies to offer the 
policy. But the Domenici amendment 
says you also have to buy the policy. 

You have to buy this coverage wheth-
er or not you want it, whether or not 
you can afford it, and whether or not it 
threatens your job or your company. 
Why? Because we, the Congress, in our 
infinite wisdom, have decided that this 
is something you need to have. 

It seems to me, if there was just one 
clear message in the last election, it 
was stop making decisions for us in 
Washington, let us make decisions for 
ourselves. 

If this policy really cost one-sixth of 
1 percent, then let people choose to buy 
it, let companies decide to offer it. I do 
not believe it will cost one-sixth of 1 
percent. I believe we are talking about 
a very expensive rider to insurance 
policies. 

I think that this rider is going to 
drive up the cost of health insurance 
and, in effect, deny people who are hav-
ing trouble buying insurance the abil-
ity to cover themselves or their child 
should he or she fall down, break an 
arm, or, God forbid, be in an accident. 
We are going to jeopardize their ability 
to have any health insurance at all. 
Further, we are going to jeopardize 
their ability to have a job, and are 
going to induce many companies to 
drop health coverage altogether. Soon 
people will find out that if they have a 
child that has a mental problem, they 
will not even have $50,000 of coverage, 
let alone coverage equal to the rest of 
their policy. 

The point is this, if this is so cheap, 
if this is so irrelevant from the point of 
view of cost, why not let people choose 
it on their own? Or better yet, why not 
have the insurance company be re-
quired to provide it and then let people 
decide if they want it based on their 
analysis of cost and benefits? Or are 
they so foolish, are the American peo-
ple so naive, so unaware of their own 
needs and their own wants that they 
must have us tell them what they 
need? I do not think so. 

It seems to me that the Brown 
amendment has the saving grace of let-
ting people choose. You force the insur-
ance companies to offer this coverage 
whether they want to offer it or not, 
but at least you let people decide if 
they want it. I cannot understand, for 
the life of me, why people are opposed 
to this. If really this coverage costs 
one-sixth of 1 percent, we would all 
want it; we would all choose it. The 
only reason you would not let people 
choose it on their own is if you do not 
believe that one-sixth of one percent 
number, or you believe that people 
would not choose it. The point is, free-
dom is the right to make wrong deci-
sions as well as to make right deci-
sions. I simply go back to a funda-
mental point which, in my opinion, de-
spite all the wonderful speeches you 
can give about this—Bismarck once 
said, ‘‘Never does a socialist stand on 
stronger ground than when he argues 
for the best principles of health.’’ 

Who can stand and argue against 
somebody having coverage for a phys-
ical or mental ailment? No one can. We 
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all want it. We wish we could magi-
cally make it happen. But we should 
not make it magically happen by man-
dating that people have it, by forcing 
people to pay for it whether they want 
to or not, without knowing what it 
costs, without knowing the ramifica-
tions of this, all on an appropriations 
bill at 7:30 p.m. at night in the month 
that we are going to adjourn the Sen-
ate. 

I think that this amendment violates 
everything that many of us claim that 
we stand for. I do not doubt the good 
intentions, nor have I ever doubted the 
good intentions, of the Senator who is 
offering this amendment. But this is 
bad public policy. It flies in the face of 
everything the 1994 election said be-
cause it denies people the right to 
choose. 

If we want to preserve this right to 
choose, not for the insurance compa-
nies, but for the consumer, then it is 
critical that the Brown amendment be 
adopted. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I shall 

not prolong the debate. We have had 
excellent comments by both sides. I ap-
preciate the very thoughtful comments 
that Senator DOMENICI has made and 
Senator GRAMM has made because I 
think they enlighten debate. 

I hope Members, when they vote on 
this, will do one thing: look at the 
amendment and read it. And let me 
just read the words because I think 
they are important to focus on. Here 
are the words of this amendment: 

Consumers shall retain the freedom to 
choose a group health care plan with cov-
erage limitations of their choice even if such 
coverage limitations for mental health serv-
ices are inconsistent with section 2 of this 
title. 

Mr. President, that is all this amend-
ment does. It retains, in the consumer, 
the right to choose. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I believe we have had 

debate on this. I just want to, one more 
time, suggest that what is missing 
from the Senator from Texas’ discus-
sion is—I would put it this way—there 
was total misunderstanding as I lis-
tened to him talk about severe mental 
illness and the marketplace and the 
neighborhoods of America. Because 
that illness has been so stigmatized for 
so long, it has even stigmatized the in-
surance policies of this land. 

We started out 30 or 40 years ago rec-
ognizing that we came out of the Dark 
Ages with reference to severe mental 
illness and crazies and loonies, and we 
started understanding that people real-
ly were sick. Yet, we dragged every-
body kicking and screaming to under-
stand that a mother or a father with a 
child with schizophrenia had nothing 
whatsoever to do by way of treatment 
or care with that child getting sick. 

Pretty soon we got to recognize that 
even that famous old Dr. Freud was 
wacko because you could not talk peo-
ple out of mental illness. You can have 
them on the sofa and chair and talk 
until you are blue in the face, and if 
you are a schizophrenic, you are sick. 
What happened is, society just resisted 
that. And I guess part of it is that 
every now and then somebody who is 
mentally sick kills someone and there 
we are again talking about ‘‘those peo-
ple.’’ 

But let me tell you, there are mil-
lions of Americans who have members 
of their family with one of these dread 
illnesses. All we are suggesting in this 
measure, and I repeat, if an insurance 
company writes insurance that covers 
mental illness—now if you want choice, 
understand, they do not have to cover 
mental illness—but if they choose to, 
we just say, let us get rid of the stigma 
and cover them in total dollar coverage 
to the same extent you cover the other 
illnesses. 

If they want to triple the copayment, 
I say to Senator KENNEDY, because 
they want to keep people away from 
psychiatrists, there is nothing in this 
measure that says they cannot do that. 
We are just saying, when you insure 
somebody that is mentally ill, and they 
get real sick, make sure they are the 
same limitations on total coverage 
that people who get cancer or diabetes 
or tuberculosis or triple bypass have. 
And that is all it says. 

That is the reason it is not going to 
cost very much. The amendment that 
passed early on, where we mandated 
coverage and we mandated parity of ac-
tual literal coverage, was very, very 
different. And my friend from Texas 
might have made a very serious argu-
ment there, but in this case that is not 
the situation. 

So I believe, to say if you are writing 
mental health coverage it has to have 
these limits and turn around and say, 
on the other hand, even if you have 
done that, insurance company, we have 
the right to say, well, lower the level 
and give us another kind of coverage 
with less of that because we want free-
dom of choice—the choice is clear. 

You can buy an insurance policy 
without mental health coverage or you 
can buy in the manner discussed so elo-
quently on the floor by the Senator 
from Utah, if that applies. So having 
said that, I move to table and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator on one point to allow me to re-
spond. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be pleased 
to. 

Mr. GRAMM. I do understand. I grew 
up in a household with someone who 
had mental illness. I grew up in a 
household where nobody had health in-
surance. We did not have health insur-
ance for physical or mental ailments. 
But the point is, if you are going to 
mandate coverage, then you will end 
up with more people who have no 
health insurance, and you are going to 
have more people without jobs. 

The point is that under this amend-
ment you lose your right to choose. To 
keep a policy that has limited mental 
health coverage, you either have to 
take no mental health coverage or take 
coverage equal to that set for physical 
illness coverage. The Brown amend-
ment gives you choice. It seems to me 
that is what we want. 

My problem here is not that I do not 
understand. My problem is that I do 
understand. My problem is that I do 
understand what this does economi-
cally. I do understand that this takes 
away from people the right to choose. 
That is why I am opposed to it. There 
certainly is no politics in opposing this 
amendment. We should all be for giving 
everybody everything. Unfortunately, 
we live in a world where people have to 
choose. When we choose for them, they 
not only have less freedom, they do not 
get to choose to spend their money as 
they would choose to spend it. 

I believe families know better than 
we do. Even though our intentions may 
be wonderful and even though we may 
wish everybody had mental health cov-
erage, families have to make hard 
choices when they have to pay. Busi-
nesses have to make hard choices. All I 
am saying is let them choose. If you 
want to make insurance companies 
provide the coverage, do not make peo-
ple buy it. Have it available. Let them 
look at the cost. If it costs one-sixth of 
1 percent, they will buy it if they want 
it. I would certainly buy it at that 
cost. 

My fear is we are going to find out 
later this is a very costly add-on, and 
we are going to price people out of the 
health insurance they have now, and 
they are going to end up with both 
physical and mental ailments, and they 
will not be covered for either. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know my col-
leagues are anxious to move forward. 
Although there is so much I want to 
say for the record, I yield. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table the 
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD], would vote ‘‘yea’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 75, 
nays 22, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

YEAS—75 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—22 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Brown 
Campbell 
Coats 
Craig 
Faircloth 
Frahm 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Helms 
Inhofe 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 

Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
Nickles 
Smith 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatch Hatfield Murkowski 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 5195) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Members, we are work-
ing now on getting a UC typed up that 
would lay out how the time will be 
used for the next hour. We are in the 
process now of typing up an agreement 
that would lay out the debate, and the 
votes over the next hour and a half. I 
think that would allow us to make 
good progress and be able to get to the 
conclusion of the VA-HUD bill, and ei-
ther go to final passage after that, or, 
depending on a couple of other things, 
we are working on final passage and 
could have stacked votes Tuesday 
morning. But we will have that worked 
out momentarily. 

The next thing we will do is to go to 
the next pending amendment for a 
vote. Senator GRAMM I believe has a 
second-degree amendment. 

f 

THE DEFENSE OF MARRIAGE ACT 

Mr. LOTT. In the meantime, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now turn to consideration of Calendar 
No. 499, H.R. 3396, the Defense of Mar-
riage Act. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. LOTT. I move that the Senate 
proceed to the H.R. 3396, and I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 3396, the Defense of Marriage 
Act: 

Senators Trent Lott, Bob Smith, Conrad 
Burns, Rod Grams, Larry E. Craig, 
Judd Gregg, Jim Inhofe, Hank Brown, 
Don Nickles, Dan Coats, Chuck Grass-
ley, Craig Thomas, Frank H. Mur-
kowski, Lauch Faircloth, Richard 
Shelby, Slade Gorton, Phil Gramm. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want our 
colleagues to know that I have been 
discussing this back and forth with the 
Democratic leader. He was aware that I 
was going to do this. We are working 
on a number of other issues that are 
not directly related necessarily to this. 
We also have an understanding that we 
are working out on exactly what time 
this vote might occur. 

But I have just filed a cloture motion 
on the motion to proceed to H.R. 3396. 
Under rule XXII, the cloture vote will 
occur—we will either have this occur 
on Monday or agree to a time on Tues-
day. I believe we are going to agree to 
a time on Tuesday when this vote will 
occur. So I think we are getting co-
operation on that. 

If we continue to work toward an 
agreement on the VA–HUD appropria-
tions bill, and go ahead and get started 
next on the Interior appropriations 
bill, then we would probably have this 
vote on Tuesday morning around 10 
o’clock. But we will make that official 
later on. 

I now withdraw the motion to pro-
ceed. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-

tion is withdrawn. 
The Democratic leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I just wanted to take 

a moment to explain that it is not our 
desire necessarily to hold up this piece 
of legislation. There is support on our 
side as well. Unfortunately, the major-
ity leader has not been able to work 
out an agreement with us to accommo-
date a number of Senators on our side 
who wish to offer amendments. It was 
for that reason that I objected tonight. 

Obviously, we will have a good debate 
about the bill. It will be my hope we 
could offer amendments, but at least at 
this time it does not appear to be like-
ly. We will continue to work together 
and try to find a way to resolve these 
issues, but at least tonight that has 
not been resolved. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor, Mr. 

President. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while 

the distinguished majority leader is 
here, I would just like to state I think 
Senator GRAMM is going to offer an 
amendment which I will accept, and 
then we will vote on the Domenici- 
Wellstone amendment as amended by 
the Gramm amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5196 TO AMENDMENT NO. 5194 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. I send an amendment 

to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 5196 to 
amendment No. 5194. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have order, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. 

The Senate is not in order. Senators 
will take their conversations to the 
cloakroom, please, so the Senator from 
Texas can be heard. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it is a 

very short amendment. It will mini-
mize the debate if we just have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following: Notwithstanding 
the provisions of this title, if the provisions 
of this title result in a one percent or greater 
increase in the cost of a group health plan’s 
premiums, the purchaser is exempt from the 
provisions of this title. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this 
amendment says that if Senator 
DOMENICI is wrong, and there are more 
than de minimis costs in expanding 
this coverage, and those costs exceed 1 
percent, then the purchaser of that pol-
icy would be exempt. 

I think this is a good stopgap meas-
ure. If the Senator is right and this 
coverage can be provided for one-sixth 
of 1 percent, then it will be provided. If 
it raises the cost of the policy more 
than 1 percent, the purchaser of the 
policy would be exempt. 

I think it does improve the under-
lying amendment, and I am grateful 
the Senator has accepted it. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, con-

sistent with everything I knew when I 
brought the amendment to the floor, 
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the cost should not exceed a 1 percent 
increase, and therefore, in good faith to 
the Senators who supported me and 
supported the amendment, I accept 
this amendment as further evidence of 
what I have been saying in the Cham-
ber for the last hour and a half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment by the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, after work-

ing with the Democratic leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be the only amendments 
in order between now and 9:30 p.m.; 
that any votes ordered with respect to 
those amendments be stacked to begin 
at 9:30. They are as follows: Gramm 
second-degree amendment to Domen-
ici, Domenici-Wellstone, Harkin Vet-
erans’ Administration amendment, 
Daschle spina bifida, and the Lott- 
Daschle Iraq resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, only for the 
purposes of clarification, it is my un-
derstanding that the spina bifida 
amendment will either be up or down 
or a tabling motion. Is that correct? 

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right 

to object. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, let me con-

sult before I respond completely on 
that point. Let me double check with 
the managers of the bill to make sure. 

Is there something we can do in the 
interim while we make sure of the an-
swer to that question? 

Mr. GRAMM. Sure. Finish the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas. 

Is there further debate? If not, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 5196) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Do we have the yeas 
and nays ordered on the underlying 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered on the 
underlying amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the Domenici-Wellstone 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Let me renew the unani-
mous-consent request and read it from 
the beginning again, because there 
have been some changes already. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing amendments be the only amend-
ments in order between now and 9:30, 
that any votes ordered with respect to 
those amendments be stacked to begin 
at 9:30. They are as follows: Since we 
have already dealt with the Gramm 
second-degree amendment to Domen-
ici, the first vote beginning at 9:30 
would be Domenici-Wellstone, followed 
by a motion to table the Harkin 
amendment, followed by a vote on a 
point of order on germaneness on the 
Daschle spina bifida amendment, fol-
lowed by a vote on the Iraq resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LOTT. There was not objection 
to that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. On the final passage of 
VA-HUD, they are checking on that. 
That could also occur tonight or will 
occur stacked with other votes on 
Tuesday, probably beginning at 2:15. 
But the leader and I have discussed 
this, and I have his commitment that 
we will either do it tonight or we will 
do it in stacked votes on Tuesday. So 
we will basically be prepared to com-
plete the VA-HUD appropriations bill 
either tonight, depending on one other 
outstanding issue, or we will definitely 
have the final vote on it at 2:15 on 
Tuesday. And we will plan on asking 
consent there be 10 minutes between 
these votes beginning at 9:30, so if 
Members stay in the Chamber, we 
could get them done quickly. And you 
will have time here now to get a bite to 
eat, and we will start this series of 
votes at 9:30 and hope we can wrap it 
up tonight. 

Ten-minute votes, 10-minute votes, 
not between each vote. 

Mr. President, let me go ahead and 
ask that now. 

When the votes occur at 9:30, I ask 
unanimous consent that they be 10- 
minute votes; that there be 2 minutes 
between each vote equally divided to 
explain briefly exactly what the vote 
is, so Members will make sure they un-
derstand exactly what the vote is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Iowa is present. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5197 
(Purpose: To provide that funding for vet-

erans medical care shall not be reduced to 
states) 
Mr. HARKIN. I send an amendment 

to the desk on behalf of Senator MOY-
NIHAN, myself, and Senator SPECTER, 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN and Mr. SPECTER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 5197. 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. . Without regard to any provision in 
this bill, no plan for the allocation of health 
care resources (including personnel and 
funds) used or implemented by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs among the health 
care facilities of the Department shall re-
duce the funding going to any state for vet-
erans medical care for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1997, below its fiscal year 1996 
level of funding if the total funding provided 
for veterans medical care in fiscal year 1997 
exceeds the fiscal year 1996 funding level. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to have the amendment fully read so 
all Senators and staff watching on 
their television sets would know ex-
actly what this amendment is all 
about. 

The veterans of the United States 
have earned the right to decent health 
care and medical care. They have 
risked their health and their lives to 
secure the liberties that we all enjoy. 
As we allocate scarce dollars for vet-
erans’ health care, we must ensure that 
no State is unfairly cut. That is why I 
am rising here to offer an amendment 
that will ensure that no State will lose 
funding for veterans’ health care this 
year if the overall budget for veterans’ 
medical care increases, which it does in 
this bill. The budget goes from $16.6 
billion in fiscal year 1996 to $17 billion 
in this bill, an increase of about 2.4 per-
cent. 

Why this amendment? Yesterday this 
body voted for an amendment by Sen-
ator MCCAIN that calls for changes in 
the funding formula for veterans’ 
health care. I hope my colleagues un-
derstand the full impact of that amend-
ment. I want to make sure my col-
leagues know the amendment that was 
adopted yesterday goes far beyond a 
mere study of the funding formula. I 
listened to some of the debate yester-
day, and I talked with some Senators. 
They said to me, ‘‘This is just a study 
of the funding formula.’’ 

That amendment, adopted yesterday, 
calls for implementation of the plan 
without further action by Congress. 
Let me read the relevant part of that 
amendment. 
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(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall 

implement the plan developed under sub-
section (a) [‘‘shall’’ implement the plan de-
veloped under subsection (a)] not later than 
60 days after submitting the plan to Congress 
under subsection (c), unless within that time 
the Secretary notifies Congress that the plan 
will not be implemented in that time and in-
cludes with the notification an explanation 
why the plan will not be implemented in 
that time. 

That is the end of it. 
So subsection (d) says the Secretary 

shall implement the plan within 60 
days, not later than 60 days. It does not 
say that Congress has to do a darn 
thing. He just has to submit it to Con-
gress, and then within 60 days, he has 
to implement it, unless within that 
time he submits or notifies Congress 
that the plan will not be implemented 
and spelling out the reasons why it will 
not be implemented. 

I hope we all understand the full 
force and effect of this. The Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs will submit a plan 
to Congress for reorganization. The 
McCain amendment says it shall be im-
plemented not later than 60 days, un-
less the Secretary turns right around 
and tells Congress, ‘‘Oh, no, we don’t 
want to implement it, and here are the 
reasons why we shouldn’t.’’ 

That is about as bizarre as you can 
get, that the Secretary would come up 
with an implementation plan and then 
turn right around and tell Congress, 
‘‘But it’s no good, and we don’t want to 
implement it.’’ 

I urge my colleagues, each and every 
one of the Senators here, to call your 
regional network director to find out 
what the amendment will do to their 
States. I think you may be in for some 
surprises, because the VA, without no-
tice to all of us, is already working to 
phase in a change in payments to the 
States over the next 2 years, and that 
change, which is similar to that called 
for under the McCain amendment this 
body adopted, would result in substan-
tial cuts to many States’ VA medical 
care budgets, even with the 2.4 percent 
increase that this bill provides nation-
ally. 

The draft VA plan would signifi-
cantly cut funds to Iowa. I only found 
out about the cuts because of an article 
in the August 23 issue of the Cedar 
Rapids Iowa Gazette that indicated 
that veterans centers in Iowa and Ne-
braska would be receiving $12 million 
less in fiscal year 1997 than in fiscal 
year 1996. This reduction was con-
firmed by John T. Carson, director of 
the Central Plains Network, in a letter 
to my office. 

Mr. President, this article goes on to 
show that there are going to be huge 
cuts in Iowa and in Nebraska, at least, 
under this article, and others, even 
though the total amount of money for 
VA health care is increased next year. 

I have a letter from Mr. Carson spell-
ing out the details of what it would 
mean for Network 14. The fiscal year 
1996 base of distribution is $268,035,000. 
The recommended fiscal 1997 allocation 
is $255,942,000, a difference of over $12 

million less for that network, even 
though the funding nationally is going 
up. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article and the letter be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Cedar Rapids Iowa Gazette, Aug. 

23, 1996] 
VA OFFICIAL WARNS OF FUTURE IOWA CUTS 

(By Lyle Muller) 
Iowa City.—Iowa’s Veterans Affairs med-

ical centers may have to cut more jobs next 
year if they cannot trim non-personnel ex-
penses, a VA official said Thursday. 

Any cuts would follow the 100-plus sched-
uled for after Oct. 1 at VA hospitals in Iowa 
City, Des Moines and Knoxville. 

‘‘One of the worrisome things is, will we 
have to continue that next year?’’ Tom Car-
son, director of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs’ regional office, said in Iowa City. 

‘‘I believe we all hope that we do not face 
what we faced this year,’’ he said, referring 
to a year of furloughs and finally decisions 
to cut jobs during the federal budget year 
that begins Oct. 1. ‘‘It’s a major troubling 
item we have facing us for fiscal year 1997.’’ 

Carson said he expects the three Iowa cen-
ters and three more hospitals he oversees in 
Nebraska to spend $12 million less next budg-
et year than they received in federal funding 
this year. 

The centers, which make up the VA Health 
Administration’s Central Plains Network, 
would be able to spend $256 million next 
budget year, according to current plans. 

That is about 4 percent less than this 
year’s $268 million and marks a radical 
change from what Carson previously was ex-
pecting. Until this week, plans called for 
boosting spending at the Iowa and Nebraska 
centers by 2.5 percent. 

Carson was in Iowa City for a monthly 
meeting with the directors of the Iowa and 
Nebraska centers. The anticipated funding 
cut was to receive most of the attention, he 
said. 

On Tuesday, Iowa City’s VA Medical Cen-
ter announced it will eliminate 39 jobs after 
Oct. 1. 

Gary Wilkinson, director of the 1,200-em-
ployee, 165-bed Iowa City center, said he ex-
pected to spend $72.6 million next budget 
year. That will be adjusted, however, because 
it reflected a 2.5 percent increase, he said. 

‘‘This last year we were in financial trou-
ble; there’s no question about that,’’ 
Wilkinson said. ‘‘We decided there was this 
number of people that we couldn’t afford.’’ 

Eliminating 39 jobs at the Iowa City center 
will save about $1 million, officials there es-
timate. 

The Des Moines center announced last 
month that it will drop 25 jobs. Knoxville has 
targeted 32 filled positions and 18 vacant 
ones for elimination. 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, 
NETWORK 14, MIRACLE HILLS 
PARKVIEW PROFESSIONAL CENTER, 

Omaha, NE, August 23, 1996. 
PETER REINECKE, 
Legislative Director, Senator Harkin’s Office, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. REINECKE: Thank you for your 

inquiry regarding the projected FY 97 budget 
for Network 14. As VHA changes its reim-
bursement methodology to a capitation sys-
tem, the following resource adjustment oc-
curs for Network 14: 

Network 14: 
FY 96 Base for Distribu-

tion .............................. $268,035,000 

Recommended FY 97 Al-
location ....................... 255,942,000 

Difference ................. 12,093,000 
The specific details of the allocation meth-

odology can be developed at your request. 
Mr. Steve Varnum, our Chief Financial Offi-
cer, is the best person to discuss this issue. 
Unfortunately, he is on vacation until Sep-
tember 3. If it is agreeable, we will have him 
call you on that day to discuss the allocation 
methodology. 

We have asked each medical center for in-
formation on Category C veterans per your 
request. We will fax the information to you 
by September 3, 1996, if this is satisfactory. 

Please contact us for any additional infor-
mation you need. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN T. CARSON, 

Director, Central Plains Network. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if that 

article had not appeared, I probably 
would have blindly gone forward and 
voted for the McCain amendment and 
voted for this bill, assuming that Iowa 
would get a 2.4 percent increase in its 
VA health care budget. After all, that 
is what is in the bill. The bill contains 
a 2.4 percent increase. 

If we do not adopt the amendment 
that I just sent to the desk, I am con-
cerned that my colleagues from the 
Midwest and many other States will 
also see massive cuts. 

All my amendment does is ask for a 
little fairness in allocating the vet-
erans health care budget. Our veterans 
in Iowa are older than the national av-
erage. We have the highest percentage 
of citizens over age 85 in the Nation— 
the highest. The health care that 
these, our oldest, veterans require is 
much more expensive than that for the 
general veteran population. 

Any capitation funding formula that 
does not adequately account for these 
factors will be grossly unfair to States 
like Iowa, and the McCain amendment 
does not do the job. In fact, the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arizona was 
specifically revised to strike the fac-
toring in of the medical condition and, 
thus, the cost of caring for veterans 
from the distribution formula. 

Let me repeat that. The Senator 
from Arizona specifically revised his 
amendment to strike the factoring in 
of the medical condition and, thus, the 
cost of caring for veterans from the 
distribution formula. 

My friend, the Senator from Arizona, 
argues that the sheer number of vet-
erans moving to his State creates an 
unfairness, but it is the younger, 
healthier, and generally better off re-
tired vets who are moving to the sun-
shine States. It is the older, the sicker, 
and the poorer vets who are increasing 
in other States like Iowa. As a result, 
the McCain amendment and the VA 
draft plan are grossly unfair to our 
States. 

While on the surface it may sound 
very nice to say we ought to allocate 
the money for just every veteran, that 
every veteran ought to count the same 
in allocating the money. On the surface 
it sounds generally reasonable that, if 
you have more veterans in one State, 
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they ought to get proportionally more 
than veterans in another State if that 
State has fewer veterans. But what 
about a State like Iowa or New York or 
Pennsylvania or Wisconsin or Indiana, 
or a lot of other States, where, again, 
our populations are older and they are 
poorer and they require this VA med-
ical help? 

I suppose my friend from Arizona 
might say, ‘‘Well, they are moving to 
Arizona,’’ but I am sorry, Mr. Presi-
dent, that is not the case. It is the 
younger, the healthier, and the more 
prosperous ones who are moving to Ari-
zona. What we are left with are those 
who are older and sicker and poorer, 
and they cost more to care for, espe-
cially in a rural area. This has to be 
taken into account. 

It would be grossly unfair to equate 
an 80-year-old veteran, let’s say, who is 
making $12,000 a year or less and living 
in Iowa and has severe health problems 
with a 65-year-old veteran fully mobile 
who has moved to Arizona and plays 
golf every day. So the formula that the 
VA comes up with has to take the med-
ical condition into account. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the Senator from 
Iowa yield? I apologize for inter-
rupting. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will be delighted to 
yield, if I do not lose my right to the 
floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Without losing his 
right to the floor. We have a number of 
pieces of legislation that have to be ad-
dressed in the next hour. We antici-
pated, given what the Senator from 
Iowa indicated to me that he only had 
10 minutes, that it would take 10 min-
utes. We have now used a half hour of 
that time allotted. He certainly did not 
consume it all. But I am wondering 
whether it would be appropriate to get 
a unanimous-consent agreement that 
the time on the Harkin amendment 
will be terminated at 8:45 to allow 
other amendments to be debated so 
that we can assure the opportunity to 
vote on all of these at 9:30, as the unan-
imous-consent request was proposed. 

Mr. HARKIN. I say to my leader, I 
thought it would only take about 10 
minutes. I only wanted to make my 
point on them. I think the Senator 
from Arizona is probably going to 
rebut them. I am sorry. I apologize, I 
did not know we had a 9:30 time. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, the Senator 
from Florida and I do not intend to 
take a lot of time. We understand what 
the distinguished Democratic leader is 
saying. In 2 or 3 minutes we can rebut 
the arguments of the Senator from 
Iowa. 

I think it is very important we pro-
vide courtesy to other people with 
other amendments so they will have 
ample time, too. So, please, don’t base 
your continued conversation on the 
fact that the Senator from Florida and 
I will take a lot of time. We don’t need 
a lot of time, frankly, to rebut your ar-
guments. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time on 

the Harkin amendment, with appro-
priate responses from the Senator from 
Arizona and others, be limited to no 
more than 20 minutes. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think there are a 
couple minutes for both the Senator 
from Arizona and the Senator from 
Florida. I had 5 minutes. We started 
this at 8 o’clock. And I notified the 
Senator from Iowa we were trying to 
get going. If we could divide this. He 
has had an opportunity. If he could 
take 5 more minutes, and we could 
have 10 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I did not start at 8 
o’clock. I apologize to my friends on 
the floor. I have been talking now for 
just a little over 7 minutes. I started 
about 7 minutes ago. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, 8:16 is 
when we were told from the desk you 
started. That is not the point. How 
much more time does the Senator from 
Iowa need? 

Mr. MCCAIN. I would take 2 minutes. 
I do not know about the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Two minutes. 
Mr. DASCHLE. That is 4 minutes. 

The Senator from Missouri had 5 min-
utes. That would be 9 minutes. How 
much time does the Senator from Iowa 
need? 

Mr. HARKIN. Ten minutes. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I pro-

pound the unanimous-consent request 
20 minutes to be divided, 2 minutes, 2 
minutes, 5 minutes and 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this 
body is making a major change in the 
dark, without adequate information of 
its impact on the States. I have asked 
the VA for a State-by-State breakdown 
of their draft reallocation plan so I 
could share it. However, the VA will 
not provide it to me. They will not pro-
vide it to me. 

After begging and pleading for infor-
mation, I found out that 8 of the 22 re-
gional networks are scheduled to re-
ceive cuts under the draft plan. I be-
lieve that more would be cut under the 
McCain amendment because the VA is 
phasing in their change over 2 years. 
Under the draft VA plan, networks 
could see cuts as high as 15 percent 
next year alone. 

Mr. President, I have an incomplete 
list of States and these networks that 
would be cut, up to 15 percent, despite 
a 2.4 percent increase in this bill. They 
are Iowa, Nebraska, California, Nevada, 
Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin, 
New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Hamp-
shire, Maine, Pennsylvania, West Vir-
ginia, Delaware, and Vermont. This is 
an incomplete and unofficial list. I 
have derived it from information pro-
vided by VA officials. So I want to as-
sure you that this is not in any way 
complete. 

Let me tell you about the probable 
impact on Iowa veterans. 

Until a month ago the regional net-
work for Iowa and Nebraska was count-

ing on a budget increase commensurate 
with the proposed 2.4-percent increase 
in the VA medical budget for fiscal 
year 1997. Even with this increase there 
have been significant layoffs at our 
hospitals and an increase in the num-
ber of veterans being turned away from 
medical care. They are being told 
‘‘tough luck.’’ 

Let me just relay a couple of the sto-
ries. One of the Iowa veterans who has 
been shut out has multiple sclerosis. 
He qualifies for Social Security disabil-
ities. But Medicare does not come close 
to covering all his medication costs. He 
is classified as a category C veteran be-
cause his wife works and makes about 
$18,000. 

Mr. President, let me remind you 
category C veterans are treated at the 
discretion of the VA. Because of the 
tight budgets, this veteran is being 
turned away without warning after 
coming to rely upon the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration for help. He is justifiably 
angry he is being dropped by the Gov-
ernment. He is worried about his medi-
cation bills. He and his wife are trying 
to be independent, but they need help 
from the VA medical center to make it. 

There is another Iowa veteran who 
has diabetes, back problems, depres-
sion. He is on Social Security dis-
ability, Medicare. He has bought Medi-
care supplemental. He has been going 
to the VA medical center for his medi-
cations which cost over $10,000 a year. 
If he were single he would be eligible 
for VA medical services. But his wife 
makes about $25,000 a year. He is clas-
sified as category C. The local VA med-
ical center has turned him away be-
cause of tight budgets. This veteran 
who faithfully served this country is 
trying to decide between dropping most 
of his medication for diabetes, depres-
sion and pain or separating from his 
wife. 

Mr. President, can we in good con-
science do this to our veterans? 

A third Iowa veteran had rectal can-
cer. He had his anus, rectum, part of 
his colon, and part of a lung removed. 
He has had painful chemotherapy and 
radiation therapy. Despite all this, he 
is managing to keep a small business 
going, but he has been told he earns 
too much, cannot come back to the VA 
medical center for treatment. He is 
now faced with giving up his business 
just so he can get medical care. 

These three veterans are far from 
unique in Iowa. And now, if Iowa is 
subject to this big cut, as opposed to a 
2.4-percent increase in the Nation, it 
will get much, much worse. 

This amendment has the support of 
the American Legion in Iowa, the Iowa 
AMVETS, the Iowa VFW. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that letters from them be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE AMERICAN LEGION DEPARTMENT 
OF IOWA, OFFICE OF THE DEPART-
MENT SERVICES OFFICE, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:28 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S05SE6.REC S05SE6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9930 September 5, 1996 
September 5, 1996. 

Hon. TOM HARKIN. 
DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: It was brought to 

our attention that you are going to be pre-
senting an amendment before Congress pro-
posing funding for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs medical centers not be reduced 
to the states. 

We wanted you to know that The Amer-
ican Legion, Department of Iowa, whole-
heartedly approves of this proposed Amend-
ment. 

We have many veterans who fall into the 
VA’s Category C (veterans who make too 
much money to receive VA Health Care), and 
we do not wish any other veterans to be cut 
from the system. 

The veterans of the United States deserve 
better treatment from our government and 
we hope that you are also working on get-
ting rid of the ‘‘categories’’ that prohibit 
certain veterans from receiving health care 
they so desperately need. They served our 
country and believed our country would be 
there for them. It is ironic that the govern-
ment called on them—yet will turn around 
and cut the funding for the veterans at the 
drop of a hat. 

We thank you for your support and hope 
that your proposal is victorious. 

Sincerely, 
KRISTIN WALDRON, 

Senior Claims Representative. 

AMVETS, 
DEPARTMENT OF IOWA, 

Des Moines, IA, September 5, 1996. 
To: Senator TOM HARKIN. 
Attn: Kevin Aylesworth. 
From: Robert O. Steben, National Service 

Officer, American Veterans of World War 
II, Korea, and Vietnam (AMVETS). 

On behalf of the American Veterans of 
WWII, Korea, and Vietnam, I want to express 
our sincere support for your effort to ensure 
that funding for veterans medical care shall 
not be reduced to states. 

We have many veterans who are already 
feeling the effects of cuts in services to vet-
erans who had been receiving discretionary 
services. Further cuts would be devastating. 
. . . These veterans have served our country 
without concerns for their lives—many were 
wounded and died to save our country from 
tyranny. The least we can do for them is 
maintain 1st class medical programs for 
them—if it were not for the veterans we 
wouldn’t have the comforts we all enjoy in 
this Great United States. 

ROBERT O. STEBEN, AMVETS, 
National Service Officer, Iowa. 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, 
DEPARTMENT SERVICE OFFICER, 

Des Moines, IA, September 5, 1996. 
Senator TOM HARKIN, 
Attn: Kevin Aylsworth. 

Dear Sir: The Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
Department of Iowa, supports your proposal 
to retain equitable and appropriate funding 
for Iowa’s veterans, and wish to thank you 
for your continued efforts on their behalf. 

Very truly yours, 
M. TERRY LIPOVAC, 

Department Service Officer. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask my 
colleagues, what is the Department of 
Veterans Affairs planning to do to the 
veterans of your State? We are doing 
something here in the dark without 
any information on their impact on the 
States. My amendment simply says 
this, that if there is an increase like 
there is in this bill, that no State will 
get less than what they did last year. 

That means that Mr. MCCAIN in Ari-
zona and perhaps Mr. GRAHAM in Flor-

ida and other sunshine States, they can 
get the increase, but at least do no 
harm. That is what my amendment 
does. It borrows from the adage: First, 
do no harm. We are about to rush in, 
make rash changes in the VA medical 
care funding allocations, and in a lot of 
our States, a lot of veterans are going 
to get hurt. 

So let us not do any harm. All my 
amendment says is—we will cede the 
increase—but let us next year hold the 
States harmless, that no State will get 
a cut next year. And then let us see 
what the VA’s plan really does when 
they come to Congress next year. I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona has agreed that his 2 
minutes can be allocated to the Sen-
ator from Florida. So I ask the full 4 
minutes be allocated to the Senator 
from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. President, this amendment which 
was adopted overwhelmingly by the 
Senate, today being the third or fourth 
instance in which this amendment has 
been adopted, speaks to a simple prin-
ciple. And that is, that the Nation’s 
commitment to provide for the health 
care of its veterans is a national com-
mitment, and that that commitment 
runs to individual veterans, not to 
them through the State in which they 
happen to live. 

These facilities that provide the serv-
ices are facilities of the Federal Gov-
ernment, financed and administered 
under laws that we enact. Our responsi-
bility is to individual veterans. The 
principle of this amendment is that 
those veterans should be treated equi-
tably. 

The fundamental operative provision 
of the amendment which this Senate 
has adopted is that the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, among the health 
care networks of the department, shall 
allocate health care resources so as to 
assure that veterans who have similar 
economic status and eligibility pri-
ority and who are eligible for medical 
care have similar access to such care 
regardless of the region of the United 
States in which such veterans reside, a 
fundamental principle of fairness. And 
that, Mr. President, has been the objec-
tive of the Veterans’ Administration 
for over a decade. 

Prior to 1985, the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration followed the principle that the 
Senator from Iowa is advocating we re-
turn to. And that is, that you look first 
at what were expenditures in the pre-
vious year, make incremental adjust-
ments to those previous expenditures, 
and that becomes the funding level for 
the future. 

According to a report by the General 
Accounting Office, dated February 1996, 
the VA historically allocated funds to 
facilities on the basis of the facility’s 
past expenditures with incremental in-
creases for such factors as inflation 
and new programs. 

Beginning in 1985—I repeat, begin-
ning in 1985—the Veterans Administra-
tion modified its allocation system be-
cause it recognized the need to more 
directly relate funding to the work per-
formed, the cost to perform it, and to 
improve the efficiency and produc-
tivity with which medical care is deliv-
ered to veterans. We have not had the 
plan that the Senator from Iowa sug-
gested for a decade. 

This same GAO report indicates we 
need to move further in order to ac-
complish the objective, that we still 
have a system which does not treat all 
of our veterans fairly according to 
their eligibility standards, their eco-
nomic status, and their eligibility for 
and need for medical services. The GAO 
report states in part, ‘‘Because of dif-
ferences in facility rationing practices, 
veterans’ access to care systemwide is 
uneven. We found that higher income 
veterans receive care at many facilities 
while lower income veterans were 
turned away at other facilities.’’ 

That is the system that we have 
today. Mr. President, there are a num-
ber of reasons why this is occurring. A 
fundamental reason is the fact that 
veterans are, as a part of our popu-
lation, becoming a smaller group. We 
have fewer veterans today than we did 
5 years ago and we will have still fewer 
5 years into the future, and veterans 
are not distributing themselves propor-
tionately across the country. 

For example, in the State of Arizona, 
between 1980 and 1995, the number of 
veterans increased by 89,000 or 24 per-
cent. There were 24 percent more vet-
erans in Arizona in 1995 than in 1980. In 
the State of the proponent of this 
amendment, the number of veterans in 
the same 15-year period declined by 
68,000 or almost 19 percent. Yet the 
Senator is advocating a proposition 
that says regardless of the number of 
veterans being served—my State hap-
pens to have a declining population 
while another State has an increasing 
population—we should, for some arbi-
trary reason, fix on the past and say 
that will be the basis on which we will 
distribute our Veterans’ Administra-
tion funds for medical care, not taking 
into account what that means in terms 
of per patient recipient of funds or 
what it may mean in terms of encour-
aging greater efficiency and effective-
ness in the use of funds available. 

I could give stories similar to the one 
that the Senator from Iowa has just 
given about former residents of his 
State who now live in my State who 
say, ‘‘When I lived in my previous resi-
dence I was able to get certain pre-
scriptions from the VA center. I cannot 
get them now in my new home. I was 
able to get treatment for a condition in 
my previous residence through the VA. 
I cannot receive it in my new home be-
cause of inadequate resources and in-
equitable allocation of funds.’’ 

Mr. President, the principle of the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari-
zona and myself is a simple one: The 
Nation’s responsibility is to individual 
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veterans wherever they live. And to 
fulfill that responsibility, we should 
pursue the goal of treating all veterans 
equally wherever they might live, and 
the responsibility is upon the Veterans 
Administration to reach that goal. 

We have outlined a plan which the 
Veterans’ Administration supports. 
They support the amendment that this 
Senate has already adopted because 
they recognize that it is a road back to 
achieve the objective which they have 
been pursuing since 1985. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate re-
commit itself to the principle of fair-
ness that was adopted earlier in the de-
bate on this issue and reject the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa, 
which would return us to a period of a 
decade in the past and would return us 
to a time in which we did not accept 
the principle that all veterans should 
be treated equally, because all veterans 
in the same economic conditions, the 
same health status, have served this 
Nation with equal valor and commit-
ment and deserve to be treated fairly. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, reluc-
tantly I state that I cannot support the 
Harkin amendment. The amendment, 
as has been recognized, is directly in 
conflict with the McCain amendment 
we adopted yesterday, which the Sen-
ate approved in a 79 to 18 vote. I am 
very sympathetic to the concerns of 
the Senator from Iowa that certain VA 
facilities may be losing resources rel-
ative to other facilities as the Veterans 
Administration changes its operations 
to become more like an efficient, mod-
ern, managed care organization. 

I am fully supportive of the steps VA 
is taking to change the way it oper-
ates. Frankly, I believe the changes 
initiated by the VA under Secretary 
for Health Dr. Ken Kaizer represent 
very positive steps for the betterment 
of veterans’ health care, and the 
McCain amendment is completely con-
sistent with the bold and necessary 
steps being taken by Dr. Kaizer to en-
sure approved quality of care for vet-
erans. 

I do not minimize that the steps 
being taken are painful. The VA has 
never experienced so much change in so 
little time. However, with declining 
discretionary resources, a shift in the 
veteran population to Sunbelt States, a 
decline in the veteran population, and 
rapid changes in health care delivery, 
the VA must, indeed, make changes. 

The McCain amendment reflected the 
findings of a GAO report of February 
1996 which found the VA’s traditional 
method of allocating resources was not 
equitable, it was not population based, 
and some facilities were receiving 
twice as much funding per patient as 
other facilities. In response to GAO’s 
findings and in recognition of the need 
to change its traditional resource allo-
cation method, the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration has begun moving toward a 
parity-based capitated model for re-
source allocation. I emphasize that, de-
spite what some newspaper stories may 
have stated, no final allocations have 
yet been determined. 

In the process of allocating the re-
sources more equitably, a process 
which is to be fully implemented in fis-
cal year 1998, there are going to be 
some areas in some facilities which are 
winners. There are going to be some fa-
cilities which are losers. There are dif-
ferent populations served by those fa-
cilities. It is the right direction for the 
VA to be pursuing. It will bring about 
efficiencies, fairness, and improved 
care. We should not stand in the way of 
these important improvements. We 
have already seen the elimination of 
some redundancies as closely located 
facilities merge their administrative 
services and as VA opens community- 
based outpatient clinics in lieu of pro-
viding high-cost hospital-based care. 

In my own State of Missouri, the 
Poplar Bluff, MO, Veterans’ Adminis-
tration recently closed inpatient sur-
gical procedures because of the inad-
equate workload and excessive mor-
tality rates. The decision to close that 
portion of the facility was painful and 
four doctors lost their jobs. But it was 
the right decision. It was the right de-
cision for the facility, for the system, 
but, most importantly, it was the right 
decision for veterans’ health care. 

The Harkin amendment is unaccept-
able partly because at this time VA 
does not know what the specific alloca-
tion to each hospital will be for fiscal 
year 1997 since the model for resource 
allocation for fiscal year 1997 is still 
under development. Frankly, it is pos-
sible that some facilities could receive 
less than the fiscal year 1996 level. 
Moreover, the allocation will not be in-
dividually to hospitals but rather to 
the 22 networks, each of which encom-
pass several VA facilities and which we 
can hope will be based on the need and 
the population in each area. 

I should add, very importantly, that 
the Veterans’ Administration is op-
posed to the amendment as it takes a 
step backward to the progress it is at-
tempting to make. The VA has said the 
only obstacle to better health care for 
veterans is likely to be Congress. If we 
are looking at how many jobs in how 
many facilities and trying to legislate 
those into place and into being, we will 
prevent an improvement in the system. 

The VA has stated it intends to pro-
vide health care services to the 2.8 mil-
lion veterans currently receiving care. 
Even with the resource adjustments 
within the system, VA does not expect 
to deny patients care who are now get-
ting care in any of its 22 networks. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa has 4 minutes. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator 

yield 1 minute to me? 
Mr. HARKIN. I am delighted to yield 

a minute to the Senator from Mary-
land. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I see 
no discrepancy between the McCain 

amendment that we adopted last night 
and what Senator HARKIN is doing. 
Senator HARKIN is essentially doing a 
bridge and ensuring that those States 
that might have to make readjust-
ments under the new plan that is being 
suggested can do so, which I voted for; 
I voted for McCain. But doing McCain 
without Harkin is going to send out 
panic in the Northeast-Northwest cor-
ridor. We want to have full-scale co-
operation. We want to do the plan 
being suggested in an orderly, rational 
way. We don’t need administrators 
doing damage control instead of pa-
tient management. I do not see the dis-
crepancy. 

Senator HARKIN’s amendment is for 1 
year, this fiscal year, providing the 
bridge, because the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration does not have a plan. This does 
not prohibit McCain from going for-
ward in terms of the plan and giving us 
the report in 60 days, beginning to im-
plement the 60 days. You can do that, 
but it is going to take a full year to do 
it. With all due respect to the VA, they 
are, at times, a bit sluggish. This will 
at least give a year. I see that as a 
bridge. I thank the Senator from Iowa. 
I support the McCain amendment, I 
support the Harkin amendment, and I 
support the veterans. God bless Amer-
ica. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Maryland. I had written down 
here that a vote for my amendment 
does not contradict a vote for McCain 
at all. The Senator from Maryland 
pointed that out. What I am saying is 
that, for the first year, all of the in-
crease can go to Florida and can go to 
Arizona, these high-growth States. All 
we are saying is, don’t cut the legs out 
from underneath those States, so we at 
least have 1 year to figure out what is 
going on here. That is why I offered 
this amendment. I am not trying to fix 
on the past. I am not advocating that 
at all. I want efficiencies. But any plan 
that does not take into account the age 
and the illness, rural areas, that type 
of thing, I am sorry, that is not a good 
plan. 

Again, I point out that last night the 
Senator from Arizona modified his 
amendment. If you read the first page, 
what was modified and stricken out—it 
says this as it was first written: 

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall de-
velop a plan for the allocation of health care 
resources in the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs among the health care facilities of the 
department so as to ensure that veterans 
who have similar economic status and eligi-
bility priority or medical conditions. . . . 

Guess what was stricken out? ‘‘Or 
medical conditions.’’ That is what I am 
talking about. This amendment says 
wait a minute, you have to take into 
account medical conditions. I say to 
my friend from Florida, that is why I 
think we need a year, as the Senator 
from Maryland said, as a bridge. I 
know that the number of veterans in 
Iowa is going down. They are going up 
in Florida and in Arizona. I understand 
that. But keep in mind, as I keep say-
ing, that the ones we have left are the 
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older and the poorer of the veterans. 
They don’t deserve to have their legs 
cut out from underneath them in one 
fell swoop. Let us be careful. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on debate on this amend-
ment. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority leader is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5190 

(Purpose: To provide benefits for certain 
children of Vietnam veterans who are born 
with spina bifida, and to offset the cost of 
such benefits by requiring that there be an 
element of fault as a precondition for enti-
tlement to compensation for a disability or 
death resulting from health care or certain 
other services furnished by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs) 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 

DASCHLE], for himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. WELLSTONE, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. BYRD, Mr. DODD, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. PELL, Mr. SIMON, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. BREAUX, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FORD, Mr. REID, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
and Mr. KOHL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5190. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 97, between lines 15 and 16, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 421. (a) The purpose of this section is 

to provide for the special needs of certain 
children of Vietnam veterans who were born 
with the birth defect spina bifida, possibly as 
the result of the exposure of one or both par-
ents to herbicides during active service in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the Vietnam 
era, through the provision of health care and 
monetary benefits. 

(b)(1) Part II of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after chapter 
17 the following new chapter: 
‘‘CHAPTER 18—BENEFITS FOR CHILDREN 

OF VIETNAM VETERANS WHO ARE BORN 
WITH SPINA BIFIDA 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘1801. Definitions. 
‘‘1802. Spina bifida conditions covered. 
‘‘1803. Health care. 
‘‘1804. Vocational training and rehabilita-

tion. 
‘‘1805. Monetary allowance. 
‘‘1806. Effective date of awards. 
‘‘§ 1801. Definitions 

‘‘For the purposes of this chapter— 
‘‘(1) The term ‘child’, with respect to a 

Vietnam veteran, means a natural child of 
the Vietnam veteran, regardless of age or 
marital status, who was conceived after the 
date on which the veteran first entered the 
Republic of Vietnam during the Vietnam era. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘Vietnam veteran’ means a 
veteran who performed active military, 
naval, or air service in the Republic of Viet-
nam during the Vietnam era. 
‘‘§ 1802. Spina bifida conditions covered 

‘‘This chapter applies with respect to all 
forms and manifestations of spina bifida ex-
cept spina bifida occulta. 

‘‘§ 1803. Health care 
‘‘(a) In accordance with regulations which 

the Secretary shall prescribe, the Secretary 
shall provide a child of a Vietnam veteran 
who is suffering from spina bifida with such 
health care as the Secretary determines is 
needed by the child for the spina bifida or 
any disability that is associated with such 
condition. 

‘‘(b) The Secretary may provide health 
care under this section directly or by con-
tract or other arrangement with any health 
care provider. 

‘‘(c) For the purposes of this section— 
‘‘(1) The term ‘health care’— 
‘‘(A) means home care, hospital care, nurs-

ing home care, outpatient care, preventive 
care, habilitative and rehabilitative care, 
case management, and respite care; and 

‘‘(B) includes— 
‘‘(i) the training of appropriate members of 

a child’s family or household in the care of 
the child; and 

‘‘(ii) the provision of such pharma-
ceuticals, supplies, equipment, devices, ap-
pliances, assistive technology, direct trans-
portation costs to and from approved sources 
of health care, and other materials as the 
Secretary determines necessary. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘health care provider’ in-
cludes specialized spina bifida clinics, health 
care plans, insurers, organizations, institu-
tions, and any other entity or individual who 
furnishes health care that the Secretary de-
termines authorized under this section. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘home care’ means out-
patient care, habilitative and rehabilitative 
care, preventive health services, and health- 
related services furnished to an individual in 
the individual’s home or other place of resi-
dence. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘hospital care’ means care 
and treatment for a disability furnished to 
an individual who has been admitted to a 
hospital as a patient. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘nursing home care’ means 
care and treatment for a disability furnished 
to an individual who has been admitted to a 
nursing home as a resident. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘outpatient care’ means care 
and treatment of a disability, and preventive 
health services, furnished to an individual 
other than hospital care or nursing home 
care. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘preventive care’ means care 
and treatment furnished to prevent dis-
ability or illness, including periodic exami-
nations, immunizations, patient health edu-
cation, and such other services as the Sec-
retary determines necessary to provide effec-
tive and economical preventive health care. 

‘‘(8) The term ‘habilitative and rehabilita-
tive care’ means such professional, coun-
seling, and guidance services and treatment 
programs (other than vocational training 
under section 1804 of this title) as are nec-
essary to develop, maintain, or restore, to 
the maximum extent practicable, the func-
tioning of a disabled person. 

‘‘(9) The term ‘respite care’ means care fur-
nished on an intermittent basis for a limited 
period to an individual who resides primarily 
in a private residence when such care will 
help the individual to continue residing in 
such private residence. 
‘‘§ 1804. Vocational training and rehabilita-

tion 
‘‘(a) Pursuant to such regulations as the 

Secretary may prescribe, the Secretary may 
provide vocational training under this sec-
tion to a child of a Vietnam veteran who is 
suffering from spina bifida if the Secretary 
determines that the achievement of a voca-
tional goal by such child is reasonably fea-
sible. 

‘‘(b) Any program of vocational training 
for a child under this section shall be de-

signed in consultation with the child in 
order to meet the child’s individual needs 
and shall be set forth in an individualized 
written plan of vocational rehabilitation. 

‘‘(c)(1) A vocational training program for a 
child under this section— 

‘‘(A) shall consist of such vocationally ori-
ented services and assistance, including such 
placement and post-placement services and 
personal and work adjustment training, as 
the Secretary determines are necessary to 
enable the child to prepare for and partici-
pate in vocational training or employment; 
and 

‘‘(B) may include a program of education 
at an institution of higher education if the 
Secretary determines that the program of 
education is predominantly vocational in 
content. 

‘‘(2) A vocational training program under 
this subsection may not include the provi-
sion of any loan or subsistence allowance or 
any automobile adaptive equipment. 

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) 
and subject to subsection (e)(2), a vocational 
training program under this section may not 
exceed 24 months. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may grant an extension 
of a vocational training program for a child 
under this section for up to 24 additional 
months if the Secretary determines that the 
extension is necessary in order for the child 
to achieve a vocational goal identified (be-
fore the end of the first 24 months of such 
program) in the written plan of vocational 
rehabilitation formulated for the child pur-
suant to subsection (b). 

‘‘(e)(1) A child who is pursuing a program 
of vocational training under this section and 
is also eligible for assistance under a pro-
gram under chapter 35 of this title may not 
receive assistance under both such programs 
concurrently. The child shall elect (in such 
form and manner as the Secretary may pre-
scribe) the program under which the child is 
to receive assistance. 

‘‘(2) The aggregate period for which a child 
may receive assistance under this section 
and chapter 35 of this title may not exceed 48 
months (or the part-time equivalent there-
of). 
‘‘§ 1805. Monetary allowance 

‘‘(a) The Secretary shall pay a monthly al-
lowance under this chapter to any child of a 
Vietnam veteran for any disability resulting 
from spina bifida suffered by such child. 

‘‘(b)(1) The amount of the allowance paid 
to a child under this section shall be based 
on the degree of disability suffered by the 
child, as determined in accordance with such 
schedule for rating disabilities resulting 
from spina bifida as the Secretary may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall, in prescribing the 
rating schedule for the purposes of this sec-
tion, establish three levels of disability upon 
which the amount of the allowance provided 
by this section shall be based. 

‘‘(3) The amounts of the allowance shall be 
$200 per month for the lowest level of dis-
ability prescribed, $700 per month for the in-
termediate level of disability prescribed, and 
$1,200 per month for the highest level of dis-
ability prescribed. Such amounts are subject 
to adjustment under section 5312 of this 
title. 

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, receipt by a child of an allowance 
under this section shall not impair, infringe, 
or otherwise affect the right of the child to 
receive any other benefit to which the child 
may otherwise be entitled under any law ad-
ministered by the Secretary, nor shall re-
ceipt of such an allowance impair, infringe, 
or otherwise affect the right of any indi-
vidual to receive any benefit to which the in-
dividual is entitled under any law adminis-
tered by the Secretary that is based on the 
child’s relationship to the individual. 
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‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, the allowance paid to a child under 
this section shall not be considered income 
or resources in determining eligibility for or 
the amount of benefits under any Federal or 
federally assisted program. 
‘‘§ 1806. Effective date of awards 

‘‘The effective date for an award of benefits 
under this chapter shall be fixed in accord-
ance with the facts found, but shall not be 
earlier than the date of receipt of applica-
tion for the benefits.’’. 

(2) The tables of chapters before part I and 
at the beginning of part II of such title are 
each amended by inserting after the item re-
ferring to chapter 17 the following new item: 
‘‘18. Benefits for Children of Vietnam 

Veterans Who Are Born With 
Spina Bifida ................................. 1801’’. 

(c) Section 5312 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking out ‘‘and the rate of in-

creased pension’’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘‘, the rate of increased pension’’; and 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘on account of chil-
dren,’’ the following: ‘‘and each rate of 
monthly allowance paid under section 1805 of 
this title,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking out 
‘‘and 1542’’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘‘1542, and 1805’’. 

(d) This section and the amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on January 
1, 1997. 

SEC. 422. (a) Section 1151 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘(a) Compensation under this chapter and 
dependency and indemnity compensation 
under chapter 13 of this title shall be award-
ed for a qualifying additional disability or a 
qualifying death of a veteran in the same 
manner as if such additional disability or 
death were service-connected. For purposes 
of this section, a disability or death is a 
qualifying additional disability or qualifying 
death if the disability or death was not the 
result of the veteran’s willful misconduct 
and— 

‘‘(1) the disability or death was caused by 
hospital care, medical or surgical treatment, 
or examination furnished the veteran under 
any law administered by the Secretary, ei-
ther by a Department employee or in a De-
partment facility as defined in section 
1701(3)(A) of this title, and the proximate 
cause of the disability or death was— 

‘‘(A) carelessness, negligence, lack of prop-
er skill, error in judgment, or similar in-
stance of fault on the part of the Department 
in furnishing the hospital care, medical or 
surgical treatment, or examination; or 

‘‘(B) an event not reasonably foreseeable; 
or 

‘‘(2) the disability or death was proxi-
mately caused by the provision of training 
and rehabilitation services by the Secretary 
(including by a service-provider used by the 
Secretary for such purpose under section 3115 
of this title) as part of an approved rehabili-
tation program under chapter 31 of this 
title.’’; and 

(2) in the second sentence— 
(A) by redesignating that sentence as sub-

section (b); 
(B) by striking out ‘‘, aggravation,’’ both 

places it appears; and 
(C) by striking out ‘‘sentence’’ and sub-

stituting in lieu thereof ‘‘subsection’’. 
(b)(1) The amendments made by subsection 

(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1996. 
(2) Section 1151 of title 38, United States 

Code (as amended by subsection (a)), shall 
govern all administrative and judicial deter-
minations of eligibility for benefits under 

such section that are made with respect to 
claims filed on or after the effective date set 
forth in paragraph (1), including those based 
on original applications and applications 
seeking to reopen, revise, reconsider, or oth-
erwise readjudicate on any basis claims for 
benefits under such section 1151 or any provi-
sion of law that is a predecessor of such sec-
tion. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amount of 
time allocated to this amendment not 
exceed 15 minutes with the time evenly 
divided between myself and the Sen-
ator from Missouri, Senator BOND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we had 
the debate on this amendment this 
morning, so this is meant simply to be 
a summary statement. Let me begin by 
reminding my colleagues about the 
mission of agent orange and the Agent 
Orange Act of 1991. 

The Agent Orange Act of 1991 was 
passed unanimously, 99–0, with the co-
sponsorship of my colleague from Wyo-
ming, Senator SIMPSON. It requires the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to 
evaluate scientific findings from the 
National Academy of Sciences, based 
on their review of all related evidence. 

This year, the National Academy of 
Sciences found compelling evidence, 
based on scientifically sound epidemio-
logical studies, to place spina bifida in 
the second category of compensated 
diseases. As I mentioned earlier, the 
VA already covers all of the conditions 
in categories 1 and 2, except spina 
bifida, because the Secretary doesn’t 
have the authority to provide these 
benefits to children of veterans. 

We are not here today to debate the 
underpinnings of the original law. 
What we are here today to do is to talk 
about our obligation. The battle about 
the original law was fought and won. 
That ended 5 years ago. 

We have a reasonable proposal to ad-
dress the unique needs of these kids, 
whose disabilities are linked to their 
parent’s exposure to agent orange. I 
don’t have to remind any of my col-
leagues that the National Academy of 
Sciences is a highly respected, non-
partisan research organization. Con-
gress regularly relies on the National 
Academy of Sciences to provide unbi-
ased, scientifically sound information. 
It is very unfortunate, as some of my 
colleagues have done, to criticize their 
professionalism simply because one 
disagrees with its findings. 

NAS has assembled a panel of expert 
scientists to review all of the signs as-
sociated with agent orange exposure. 
They found several epidemiological 
studies that supported an association 
between parental exposure to agent or-
ange and the presence of spina bifida in 
children. NAS found the reanalysis of 
the Ranch-Hand study particularly 
compelling. They compared Vietnam 
veterans with non-Vietnam veterans 
and accounts of exposure. Despite the 
comments of the Senator from Wyo-
ming this morning, they have indeed 
found a higher incidence of spina bifida 

in the children of Vietnam veterans. 
That is what led them to conclude 
what they did in the report last spring. 

That report states simply: 
Neural tube birth defects were in excess 

among offspring of Ranch Hands with four 
total cases in contrast to none among the 
comparison infants. 

This translates into a rate of 5 per 
1,000, significantly higher than CDC’s 
normal spina bifida rate of 4.5 per 
10,000. 

In other words, there is a four times 
higher level of incidence of spina bifida 
with agent orange exposure than there 
is with no agent orange exposure, ac-
cording to this study. These findings 
are statistically significant. And that 
is what the law requires. If you see a 
significant statistical difference, you 
have to reflect that in the require-
ments provided in the law that passed 
in 1991. 

Furthermore, in addition to the 
Ranch Hand study, a number of studies 
of veterans appear to show an elevated 
relative risk for either service in Viet-
nam or estimated exposure to herbi-
cides or dioxin, and the presence of 
neural tube defects in their offspring. 
For those interested in reading an un-
biased analysis of the strengths and 
weaknesses of each study, I certainly 
refer you to the NAS report. 

Mr. President, we could talk for the 
rest of the night, if we had the time, 
about the science of this issue. The real 
question is: Who ought to get the ben-
efit of the doubt? Who should deserve 
the benefit of the doubt, given the com-
mitment made by our veterans in Viet-
nam, now more than 20 years ago? Do 
we give it to the veterans and their 
children, or do we give it to those who 
would argue that we need more infor-
mation, more science, more data, even 
though the accumulation of data has 
already demonstrated a clear associa-
tion? 

By placing spina bifida in the second 
category, NAS, the experts we chose 5 
years ago to advise us, concluded there 
is evidence suggestive of an associa-
tion. The law set a standard of positive 
association that we are relying upon in 
this amendment. When the credible 
evidence for an association is equal to 
or outweighs the evidence against an 
association, the benefit of the doubt, 
by law, must go to the veteran. The 
law specifically does not require evi-
dence of cause and effect. 

Reconciliation has not happened and 
is not in sight. As a result, the provi-
sion identified in the amendment can 
be used as savings to pay the very lim-
ited benefits we are talking about 
today. This widely supported provision 
would insert into the law a fault re-
quirement to limit the VA’s liability in 
non-malpractice related cases. 

Regardless of what arguments can be 
put forth by others, the fact that a 
hearing is being held later this month 
is an argument that, in my view, is not 
relevant to the debate on this amend-
ment. It is not even dealing with the 
issue. Those interested in addressing 
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the issues raised by the March report 
have been working for months to de-
sign an appropriate solution. 

This amendment is strongly sup-
ported by veterans and disability com-
munities. Veterans and their families 
have waited decades for the confirma-
tion embedded in these findings. They 
should not have to wait any longer. 

This amendment is clearly germane 
to the underlying bill. It is a veterans 
issue, and this is a veterans bill. We are 
not going to be fooling America’s vet-
erans by suggesting that somehow this 
is not germane. Opponents of this 
amendment should not be able to hide 
behind some convenient, questionable 
procedural motion. This is germane. It 
is relevant. And the time to act is now. 

We cannot wait any longer. Let us 
treat spina bifida as we do all the other 
diseases that we have already deter-
mined have a direct association to 
agent orange exposure. Let us give vet-
erans and their children the means and 
support necessary to deal with the 
problems associated with this crippling 
disability. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we have 

had a lot of debate, a lot of heated 
rhetoric, and a lot of stirring stories of 
personal tragedies during this morn-
ing’s session and tonight, and there is a 
lot of emotion involved. I think it is 
reasonable to understand why there is 
emotion, because every year in the 
United States there are approximately 
150,000 babies born with serious birth 
defects. There are congenital heart de-
fects, Down’s syndrome, neural tube 
defects, primarily spina bifida. Of those 
birth defects, about 4,000 babies have 
spina bifida. 

Over the past several years, I have 
worked with the March of Dimes at-
tempting, with some success, to get the 
Centers for Disease Control funding for 
their prevention programs in research 
to find out what causes these problems, 
to set up a surveillance and monitoring 
program so that we can have some 
sound evidence as to what causes these 
defects. Some research on spina bifida 
is already bearing fruit. There is a con-
nection between mothers taking folic 
acid early in pregnancy, and reduced 
rates of the incidence of spina bifida 
have been found. This is good news. 
This is good science. We are making 
some progress. But a lot more work 
needs to be done on the causes, the in-
cidence, and the protections. 

Now we come to the recent actions 
by the National Academy of Sciences. 
Let me be clear that the agent orange 
law does not require us to expand an 
entitlement on this bill. The Agent Or-
ange law does not apply to children or 
offspring of veterans. The agent orange 
law sets up some presumptions, but 
they have to be based on science, which 
is not present here. 

The National Academy of Sciences in 
their review this past spring found in 
one study what the authors called a 
possible association between exposure 
and spina bifida in the offspring of vet-

erans. The National Academy of 
Sciences then presented this informa-
tion to the Veterans’ Administration 
with the caution on how the study 
should be used. In fact, in that study, 
the task force emphasizes that its con-
clusions ‘‘made for the limited pur-
poses of PL–10234 do not reflect a judg-
ment that a particular health outcome 
has shown to be caused by, or in some 
cases even definitely associated with, 
herbicide exposure under the standards 
ordinarily governing such conclusions 
for purposes of scientific inquiry and 
medical care.’’ 

So much for the contentions that 
there is compelling scientific evidence. 
They said there was not. 

Later this summer, the author of the 
study, the Ranch Hand study, told us 
in testimony before the House that his 
study was not adequate to make a deci-
sion that there was a causal link. He 
cautioned the House, and said do not 
count on a causal link from this study. 
It does not show it. 

Then, on July 29, the minority leader 
introduced legislation which used the 
study to create this new entitlement 
program. There has not been a hearing 
held on it in the authorizing com-
mittee. 

But there is also some new informa-
tion that, frankly, I just came across. 
The Air Force has now sent a letter to 
Congress, dated August 29, in which 
they state in their 1996 progress report 
on the bottom of page 3—this is on the 
Ranch Hand study, the one study which 
reported to show any connection: 

We found no indication of increased birth 
defects severity, delays in development, or 
hyperkinetic syndrome with paternal dioxin. 
The data provides little or no support for the 
theory that external exposure to Agent Or-
ange and its dioxin contaminant is associ-
ated with adverse reproductive outcomes. 

Mr. President, I think that there is a 
very real question of whether there is 
any—certainly this has not been dem-
onstrated—scientific evidence of a 
linkage. 

It is time for cooler heads to prevail. 
We have all expressed our concerns 
over birth defects. The amendment is 
not supported by sound scientific evi-
dence. It is not even uniformly sup-
ported by veterans groups who recog-
nize that the impact of the amendment 
will mean reduced benefits to veterans 
as a result of new entitlements and 
health care for dependents. 

There are many questions which the 
debate has raised which deserve full 
consideration in the normal legislative 
process before the authorizing com-
mittee. The opponents of this amend-
ment have every bit as much compas-
sion for people with these disabilities 
such as spina bifida. All we are saying 
is let us get the science that estab-
lishes the linkage. It is not there. Let 
us not jump into something that is so 
lacking in scientific evidence. 

That is precisely why we have a sepa-
rate procedure in this body to consider 
legislation, particularly legislation 
setting up an entitlement program 

with hearings and actions before an au-
thorizing committee. 

Since this is an attempt to set up an 
entitlement program, and it has not 
been heard before or acted upon by the 
authorizing committee, I raise a point 
of order that this amendment is not 
germane. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would suggest that the manager 
of the bill withhold his request as the 
minority leader still has 50 seconds of 
his time. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
that time to the distinguished Demo-
cratic whip. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I have lis-
tened to my colleague from Missouri 
talk about the March of Dimes. I start-
ed with the March of Dimes. We raised 
$800 trying to find a polio vaccine until 
it was completed. For 25 years I have 
worked with the March of Dimes and 
scholarships. The March of Dimes can’t 
be used to stop this amendment. The 
veterans and their children deserve the 
vote of this Senate. 

If you could listen to the Democratic 
leader and the statements he has made, 
if you want to vote against the Viet-
nam veterans’ children with spina 
bifida, you go ahead and do it. Then we 
will see who suffers the consequences. 
We are talking about children here. Let 
us be compassionate tonight, and not 
be so hard that we say to these Viet-
nam veterans there is even the possi-
bility that they should not be taken 
care of. 

I hope the Senate will join the Demo-
cratic leader and support his amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri has 49 seconds. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the argu-

ment about political retribution for 
somebody who demands scientific evi-
dence and wants to provide a fair hear-
ing and a scientific basis for action is 
one which does not, I think, serve this 
body well. I think we have a proper 
procedure for determining whether 
there is scientific evidence. To date, 
there has been none shown. That is 
why when I said this is entitlement 
legislation being offered on an appro-
priations bill, it is not germane to the 
appropriations process. And, for that 
reason, I raise this point of order that 
this amendment is not germane. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question should be submitted to the 
Senate. 

Does the Senator request the yeas 
and nays? 

Mr. BOND. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the question of germaneness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
f 

UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO 
IRAQI AGGRESSION 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. According to the 

unanimous consent agreement, the 
final issue to be disposed of at approxi-
mately 9:30 deals with the resolution 
relating to Iraq. I would like to address 
that resolution at this time. 

I send it to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 288) regarding the 

United States response to Iraqi aggression. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday, I spoke briefly about my 
views on President Clinton’s decision 
to retaliate against Iraq for its 
unprovoked, unjustified, and brutal at-
tack on the civilian population of Irbil, 
a city in northern Iraq. 

At that time, I also indicated I 
planned to introduce a resolution con-
demning Saddam Hussein’s behavior 
and expressing the Senate’s support for 
the President’s actions. 

I must say I never dreamed it would 
take this long and be this difficult to 
arrive at a simple resolution in support 
of the actions taken earlier this week. 

For several days now, we have been 
attempting to resolve issues relating to 
language and have been thwarted and 
frustrated in that effort for a lot of 
reasons, in large measure because 
many of my colleagues on the other 
side wish not to laud the President or 
find any way with which to praise the 
President’s actions. In fact, for the last 
several hours the issue has been, do we 
even use the word ‘‘President’’ in the 
resolution? There was an adamant feel-
ing on the part of many on the other 
side that we could not use the word 
‘‘President,’’ and so you will not find 
that word used as a result of the re-
quirements by many of my colleagues 
on the Republican side. 

In fact, the only reference to the 
President is a reference to the Com-
mander in Chief, and I must say that 
that is suitable to many of us, but I do 
believe that it is a very unfortunate set 
of circumstances that could have 
caused some partisanship, in fact a 
great deal of partisanship, to enter into 
these deliberations. 

Let me at the same time applaud the 
majority leader for his willingness to 
continue to work with me to resolve 
those outstanding questions and to 
come to some compromise on the lan-
guage that has now been presented to 
the Senate. His work and his coopera-
tion as well as that of some of our col-
leagues on the other side have brought 
us to this point tonight. 

Let me also thank the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, the ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator NUNN, and the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, Sen-
ator CARL LEVIN. Let me also thank 
Senator PELL and many others—Sen-
ator BIDEN, who had a lot to do with 
the wording of this legislation; in addi-

tion, Senator MCCAIN, Senator WAR-
NER, and others who were very helpful 
in bringing us to this point. 

Let me make it very clear that in 
spite of what I consider to be the petti-
ness involved with whether you use the 
word ‘‘President’’ or not, this resolu-
tion very clearly and strongly and 
wholeheartedly supports the measures 
taken by this President in the last 72 
hours. 

Last Saturday, in spite of clear warn-
ings from the United States and the 
international community, Iraqi forces 
commenced their vicious attack on the 
defenseless civilian Kurdish population 
in and around Irbil. Casualties report-
edly numbered in the thousands. Re-
ports of door-to-door searches resulting 
in executions were rampant and, unfor-
tunately, all too credible. 

In addition to this obvious toll on 
human life, Saddam’s invasion also 
threatens the interests of the United 
States and its allies in this crucial re-
gion of the world. The prospect for fac-
tional strife has been greatly increased 
while regional stability has been called 
into question, thereby enhancing the 
risk of a larger scale conflict in the re-
gion. 

Saddam’s aggression is in direct con-
travention of the United Nations Reso-
lution 688 which was enacted in 1991 at 
the end of the Persian Gulf war. At 
that time the Security Council empow-
ered the United States, Britain, and 
France to protect the Kurdish popu-
lation from human rights abuses by the 
Iraqi regime through the establishment 
of a no-fly zone over large portions of 
northern and southern Iraq. 

Saddam’s attack on Irbil blatantly 
violates international norms and is by 
itself sufficient justification for the 
President’s decisions to strike four 
critical Iraqi targets with 44 cruise 
missiles and to expand the no-fly zone 
northward to the very suburbs of Bagh-
dad. 

Unfortunately, the aggression in Irbil 
is but the latest in a string of ruthless 
and provocative actions undertaken by 
Saddam before, during, and after the 
Persian Gulf war. 

Mr. President, I will not outline the 
entire catalog of violent and reprehen-
sible acts undertaken by Saddam and 
his henchmen since he ascended to 
power in Iraq. Needless to say, the list 
is as chilling as it is long. President 
Clinton succinctly noted in his state-
ment on Tuesday, ‘‘Saddam Hussein’s 
objectives may change but his methods 
are always the same—violence and ag-
gression against the Kurds, against 
ethnic minorities, against Iraq’s neigh-
bors.’’ 

It is for these reasons that I support 
and our colleagues support the Presi-
dent’s decision to take action. I am 
very confident the American people 
feel exactly as we do tonight. 

The President’s actions served a two-
fold purpose. First, they showed Sad-
dam that he will pay a price for his lat-
est act of aggression. In mounting the 
largest attack on Iraqi territory in the 

5 years since the end of the Persian 
Gulf war, president Clinton has appro-
priately reminded Saddam that viola-
tions of international norms will not 
go unpunished. 

Secondly, by destroying air defense 
assets in central Iraq and extending 
the no-fly zone northward toward 
Baghdad, the United States has greatly 
reduced the threat Saddam poses to his 
opponents within Iraq and his oppo-
nents in adjoining nations. 

By restraining Saddam’s bloody 
hand, the President’s decisive action 
has limited the ability of an oppressive 
regime to disrupt the volatile center of 
a Middle East region that is vital to 
American foreign policy interests. The 
response was measured, appropriate, 
and absolutely necessary. 

I also want to indicate at this time 
my strong support for the men and 
women in uniform who are asked re-
peatedly to go in harm’s way to protect 
our national interests. Early damage 
reports from the latest attack on Iraq 
indicate another mission accomplished 
without a hitch and without a cas-
ualty. 

It is noteworthy that despite the end 
of the cold war, the military forces of 
the United States continue to play a 
crucial role around the world in ad-
vancing and protecting our national in-
terests. This dedicated group of men 
and women have been called upon re-
peatedly since the collapse of the So-
viet Union and the onset of the post- 
cold-war era. They have never failed 
the American people or our friends 
abroad. 

The resolution before us is an ex-
tremely crucial matter for all of us be-
cause our enemies and friends must see 
that we speak with one voice when it 
comes to our policy for containing and 
defeating Saddam Hussein. As we have 
learned only too painfully in the past, 
domestic discord on important na-
tional security issues only plays into 
the hands of those who seek to under-
mine our resolve. It is critically impor-
tant to demonstrate national unity 
when our military forces are in harm’s 
way. 

Even in this most intense political 
season, politics for all Americans still 
ends at the water’s edge. 

President Clinton was faced with a 
broad array of choices when deciding 
how to respond to Saddam’s aggres-
sion, everything from doing nothing to 
inserting United States ground troops 
and forcefully evicting Iraqi troops 
from Irbil. Obviously, each end of this 
spectrum constitutes an unacceptable 
and inappropriate response. Only some-
thing between the two extremes makes 
any sense, precisely the course chosen 
by President Clinton. 

This resolution puts the Senate 
forcefully behind the President’s meas-
ured decision. The President opted 
both to weaken Iraqi air defenses and 
simultaneously expand the area in 
which the Iraqi Air Force will not be 
permitted to operate. These actions 
clearly demonstrate the United States 
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is prepared to impose real costs on Sad-
dam Hussein for his aggression. As 
noted by Gen. Colin Powell, the Presi-
dent did exactly the right thing. 

Of our friends and allies abroad, we 
ask they stand with the United States 
as we seek to faithfully implement the 
U.N. resolutions adopted at the end of 
the Persian Gulf war. Saddam’s actions 
demonstrate he still represents a direct 
threat to his people, his neighbors, and 
the security of the entire vitally im-
portant region. If the world were to 
look the other way now and allow Sad-
dam to go unpunished, we would en-
courage more blatant and damaging in-
cursions in the future. There must be 
no doubt in Saddam’s mind that the 
international community is united in 
its opposition to such unacceptable be-
havior. 

Finally, to Saddam Hussein, let us 
state for the record the position of this 
administration and this Congress, as 
plainly and as simply as we can. Al-
though we may belong to different po-
litical parties and have opposing views 
on some issues, we stand united and in-
divisible on this. Iraqi aggression must 
not go unpunished, now or in the fu-
ture. We will insist on Iraq’s compli-
ance with international norms of be-
havior, regardless of the circumstance. 

To this end I have worked with the 
distinguished majority leader to draft 
a resolution condemning Saddam’s be-
havior and indicating our strong sup-
port for the U.S. response to this latest 
incident. With the adoption of this res-
olution by the Senate, there should be 
no doubt in anyone’s mind, least of all 
Saddam Hussein’s, that the American 
people are united in their opposition to 
this conduct. Passage of this resolution 
is one way to demonstrate to our 
friends and enemies alike, our resolve 
on this crucial issue. 

I ask for its support tonight. I hope 
we could indicate our support unani-
mously. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, just brief-

ly, this Senate Resolution 288 recog-
nizes that the United States and its al-
lies have vital interests in ensuring re-
gional stability in the Persian Gulf. It 
recognizes that: 

On August 31, 1996, Saddam Hussein, de-
spite warnings from the United States, began 
an unprovoked, unjustified, and brutal at-
tack on civilian population in and around 
Irbil in northern Iraq. 

It recognizes: 
the United States responded to Hussein’s 

aggression on September 3, 1996 by destroy-
ing some of the Iraqi air defense installa-
tions and announcing the expansion of the 
southern no-fly zone. 

Those are the whereas clauses in the 
resolution. And the resolved says: 

The Senate commends the military actions 
taken by and the performance of the United 
States Armed Force under the direction of 
the Commander-in-Chief, for carrying out 
this military mission in a highly profes-
sional, efficient and effective manner. 

There are those who would have liked 
for it to have said a lot more. There are 

those who were not comfortable saying 
anything at this time, who have some 
questions about the policy and what 
the future holds. But I do think it is 
appropriate that we have a bipartisan 
resolution on this subject matter, that 
we commend our men and women for 
the job they have done. They have done 
a wonderful job in the air and on the 
sea in this instance, as in all other in-
stances. And whenever American forces 
are introduced, we do come together 
and partisanship stops at the shoreline, 
and that is the case here. 

We have been working since Tuesday 
to craft a resolution that condemns 
what happened there in Iraq, under 
Saddam Hussein’s actions, again, and 
to commend these troops. 

There is no doubt in any Senator’s 
mind that we have 100 percent support 
by the American people and by us in 
support of our men and women who 
have participated in this military ac-
tion. 

The United States has led the multi-
national coalition which defeated Hus-
sein’s aggression in 1991. When Presi-
dent Clinton came into office, he inher-
ited a policy toward Iraq that included 
a weakened Saddam Hussein, a united 
international coalition, a solid inter-
national sanctions regime and a united 
Iraqi opposition. 

There is concern now about the move 
toward lessening sanctions, although I 
had an opportunity to personally ask 
the President about the sanctions, and 
he assured me that the sanctions were 
not being lifted and that the Iraqi oil 
sales were not going to go forward 
under these conditions. 

We are also concerned about our 
international coalition, what is going 
to be their role in the new no-fly zone 
in the southern part of Iraq. 

So there is work to be done in this 
area, but I am sure both the Congress 
will be paying attention to that, as will 
the administration. 

There is unanimous condemnation by 
the American people and by the Senate 
of the brutal attacks on the Kurdish 
areas in northern Iraq. That is as it 
should be. While it is a complicated sit-
uation, with interests by Turkey and 
interests by Iran and by different fac-
tions within the Kurds, it still is a sit-
uation that we cannot ignore. Any 
leader of a country, however that per-
son obtained that position, that will 
exercise that kind of brutality in his 
own country or threaten military ac-
tion against its neighbors or, in fact, 
invade a neighbor must be consistently 
watched and very serious and strong 
actions taken against them. 

I want to also say I am concerned— 
and I discussed this with the Demo-
cratic leader—about the lack of prior 
consultation with the Congress about 
this action. The War Powers Act is 
very clear about the need for notifica-
tion, consultation and also a report on 
what happened. It did not happen in 
this instance, and I don’t believe it 
happened on either side of the aisle. 
That is unacceptable. Perhaps there 

were reasons for it, but I have ex-
pressed my concern to the administra-
tion, to the NSC, and I believe that we 
will have more consultation and notifi-
cation in the future. We must not have 
the commitment of military power 
without even a word of consultation 
with the Congress. We have to continue 
to insist on that. 

Our resolution is a modest step to-
night. Many of our Members would like 
it to have been much more. I think it 
is fair. It has been worked out in a bi-
partisan way. I think it is time we 
stepped up to this issue, we have this 
resolution and we move on. So I appre-
ciate the cooperation we did have. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

to support the resolution on Iraq. This 
resolution states the Senate stands 
with our troops, and our President, as 
they respond to Saddam Hussein’s bru-
tality. 

The President was right to act to 
contain Saddam Hussein’s aggression. 
Saddam Hussein’s actions threaten 
American interests and peace in the 
Middle East—as well as the safety of 
his own people. He must be taught that 
his reckless acts have consequences. He 
must pay the price for his brutal and 
immoral actions. 

The U.S. response is swift, specific 
and limited. The President responded 
swiftly and strategically after Iraq 
seized the city of Irbil in the Kurdish 
safe haven. Our objectives are clear and 
limited: to force Saddam Hussein to 
pay a price for his brutality and to 
make it safer for our pilots to patrol 
the no-fly zones in Iraq by destroying 
Iraqi air defense systems. To achieve 
these objectives, only specific military 
sites are targeted. 

We have already paid a great price to 
contain Saddam Hussein in Operation 
Desert Storm. If we ignore Saddam 
Hussein’s latest aggression, he will 
only be emboldened to take further 
reckless actions that threaten our na-
tional interests—and the lives of his 
own people. 

Mr. President, my thoughts and grat-
itude are with our brave troops. They 
are once again called upon to stand 
sentry for those who would otherwise 
stand alone. The men and women of 
our Armed Forces have performed their 
mission with great skill and courage. I 
pray for their safe and swift return. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, last 
weekend Saddam Hussein sought to 
test the international community’s 
tolerance and resolve yet again. Some 
30,000 Iraqi soldiers, led by the elite Re-
publican Guards, attacked and cap-
tured the Kurdish-controlled city of 
Irbil in northern Iraq. Saddam under-
took this action despite warnings from 
the United States and other members 
of the international community and in 
defiance of our collective commitment, 
born out of the Persian Gulf war, to 
protect the Kurds. 

None of us knows why Saddam de-
cided to test us now. But if the history 
of the last six years has taught us any-
thing, it is that Saddam Hussein does 
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not understand diplomacy, he only un-
derstands power, and when he bran-
dishes power in a manner that threat-
ens our interests or violates inter-
nationally accepted standards of be-
havior, we must be prepared to re-
spond—and with force, if necessary. 

President Clinton’s response to 
Saddam’s latest challenge was the 
right one—decisive, measured, and 
carefully calculated to take the stra-
tegic advantage away from Saddam. By 
expanding the southern no-fly zone to 
the 33d parallel, we have denied him 
the ability to use two key military air 
bases and to control Iraqi airspace 
from the Kuwaiti border to the south-
ern outskirts of Baghdad. This signifi-
cantly reduces his capacity to launch 
offensive operations against Iraq’s 
neighbors and the Persian Gulf oil 
fields. By attacking his air defense and 
command and control systems we have 
increased our capacity to patrol the 
no-fly zone and reduced the potential 
treat to our pilots and those of our 
British and French allies. 

Saddam Hussein has tried to explain 
away this latest aggressive move by 
contending that his forces entered Irbil 
at the request of the Kurdistan Demo-
cratic Party [KDP], one of the two war-
ring factions in northern Iraq. It is 
hard to understand why any Kurdish 
faction would willingly ally with Sad-
dam, given the many years in which 
his forces have repressed, tortured and 
abused the human rights of the Kurd-
ish people. However, if the KDP did re-
quest Iraqi intervention, that request 
does not justify the use of force against 
Kurdish civilians in Irbil. The inter-
national community has made it clear 
since April 1991, when the United Na-
tions Security Council passed Resolu-
tion 688, that it would not tolerate the 
repression of the Kurds and other Iraqi 
civilians. That is why the United Na-
tions established the no-fly zone in 
northern Iraq. The Iraqi attack on 
Irbil, and the continued threat posed 
by Iraqi forces positioned to attack 
again in support of the KDP, con-
travenes the letter and the spirit of 
this resolution. 

For months the United States has led 
a diplomatic effort to try to mediate 
the conflict between two warring Kurd-
ish factions, the Kurdistan Democratic 
Party led by Massoud Barzani and the 
Patriotic Union of Kurdistan [PUK] led 
by Jalal Talabani. There is no doubt 
that the PUK’s flirtation with Iran ear-
lier this year and the raw power poli-
tics played by these groups opened the 
door for Saddam Hussein. Hundreds of 
innocent Kurdish civilians have died, 
and others could die as long as Saddam 
has de facto control over Irbil and Iraqi 
forces remain poised to attack other 
PUK-controlled areas. 

The United States has a moral inter-
est in preventing the abuse of the 
Kurdish people, but our strategic inter-
ests go beyond this. We have strategic 
interests in denying Saddam the capa-
bility to take action against Kuwait 
and other states in the region or to 

threaten the world’s oil supply. We also 
have a strategic interest in supporting 
the Iraqi opposition as a way to 
counter Iran’s growing influence and 
limiting its ability to control a post- 
Saddam Iraq. That is why we did not— 
and should not—side with either of the 
Kurdish factions. 

The U.S. military response was delib-
erately designed to accomplish two ob-
jectives: first, to make Saddam Hus-
sein pay a steep price for his aggressive 
moves against Kurdish civilians in 
Irbil, and second, to weaken his capac-
ity to undertake offensive action in the 
region. Time and again in the last six 
years, Saddam has tried to test the 
international community’s commit-
ment to peace and stability in the re-
gion. Each and every time he has met 
a forceful response. 

Iraq’s August 1990 attack on Kuwait 
resulted in defeat for Iraqi forces at the 
hands of a U.S.-led coalition. Suppres-
sion of the Kurdish revolt in northern 
Iraq at the end of the Persian Gulf war 
led to the establishment of the north-
ern no-fly zone by the international 
community. Iraqi threats against 
United States and allied planes enforc-
ing the no-fly zone in January 1993 led 
to missile strikes against Iraq’s south-
ern air defense systems. Six months 
later President Clinton ordered United 
States forces to strike at an Iraqi in-
telligence facility when he learned of 
an Iraqi plot to assassinate former 
President Bush. In October 1994, the 
United States and its allies sent forces 
to the region as Iraqi troops began to 
move south toward Kuwait. We did the 
same thing the following fall when 
Iraqi troops appeared to be moving 
south again. 

The United States, under President 
Bush and then President Clinton, led 
these earlier efforts to contain Sad-
dam. Whereas some of our allies in the 
region are constrained from acting on 
this occasion, we are not. Our inter-
ests, and the long-term interests of 
peace and stability in the region, dic-
tate that we respond to this latest test 
of wills with Saddam. 

The Iraqi attack on Irbil has had se-
rious ramifications for the people of 
Iraq. It has resulted in the deaths of in-
nocent civilians. It has set back the 
possibility of resolving differences and 
reaching a viable political settlement 
between the Kurdish factions. It has 
forced the United Nations Secretary 
General to suspend implementation of 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 986, 
which provides for the sale of some 
Iraqi oil to generate funds to buy food 
and medicine for the Iraqi people. Irbil 
is one of the key distribution centers 
for this humanitarian assistance. Need-
less to say that plan cannot go forward 
in the shadow of Iraqi forces. 

President Clinton made it clear that 
we intend to judge Saddam Hussein by 
his actions, not his words. Saddam has 
said that Iraq will not respect the ex-
panded no fly zone and yesterday, Iraqi 
radar locked on a United States plane 
enforcing the zone. What this means is 

unclear. Clearly the rational response 
on Saddam’s part would be to refrain 
from any action that will escalate this 
crisis. I know that all of us hope that 
rationality will prevail. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
the majority leader today in expressing 
the Senate’s support for the accom-
plishments by the men and women of 
the Armed Forces who planned and ex-
ecuted the recent air strikes against 
Saddam Hussein and the Iraqi military. 
At times of international crisis, it is 
essential that our troops in the field— 
those who are assuming high personal 
risks—know that they have the support 
of Congress and the American people. 
Having myself served in, and later with 
our military, as Secretary of Navy, I 
know the vital need for this support for 
our troops and their families. 

Since Saddam Hussein’s forces in-
vaded Kuwait in August 1990, I have 
been a consistent supporter of U.S. 
military, using force if justified, to 
stop Iraqi aggression throughout that 
region. It is clearly in the national se-
curity interests, and the economic in-
terests, of the United States—and in-
deed the international community—to 
ensure that the Government and mili-
tary of Iraq do not threaten the sta-
bility of a region which contains an es-
timated 70 percent of the world’s 
known oil reserves. That is why the 
United States, under the leadership of 
President Bush, was able to put to-
gether the most significant military 
coalition since World war II to force 
Iraqi invaders out of Kuwait, restore 
Kuwait sovereignty, impose severe re-
strictions and prohibitions on Saddam 
Hussein’s military capability and ag-
gressive behavior, and restore a meas-
ure of stability to this ever troubled re-
gion. 

I was privileged to work with Sen-
ator Dole in drafting the legislation 
and managing the floor debate result-
ing in Senate approval of the resolu-
tion which authorized President Bush 
to employ U.S. Armed Forces—using 
force—in the Gulf War. It is hard to 
image today—when a consensus gen-
erally exists in this country for taking 
military action against Iraqui 
agression—that in 1991, with 500,000 
U.S. troops in the Gulf ready to use 
force that the Senate supported the au-
thority for the President to use force 
by a mere 5 votes. Thankfully, after 
Desert Storm was launched, the Con-
gress, the nation quickly rallied behind 
our troops. The missions, as set out in 
U.N. resolutions, were successfully ac-
complished. 

Today, the crisis in Iraq is not sim-
ply about a tragic civil war between 
factions of the Kurds. It is about main-
taining the regional security balance 
that our troops fought—and died—for 
in 1991. Almost 6 years after the gulf 
war, the international community is 
still fighting to secure Saddam’s com-
pliance with the agreements demanded 
from him and his government at the 
end of the war. Yet today, Saddam con-
tinues to defy U.N. weapons inspectors; 
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refuses to account for Kuwaitis missing 
since the war; refuses to return Ku-
waiti property seized during the Iraqi 
occupation; and continues to repress 
Iraqi citizens. Such actions must not 
be tolerated. 

The United States has already made 
a substantial investment, in the Sac-
rifices, casualties of our troops and 
their families, to contain Saddam’s ag-
gression. During Desert Storm, almost 
150 U.S. military personnel were killed, 
and over 460 were wounded. In addition, 
the American taxpayer invested heav-
ily in the U.S. major military effort, 
and has continued to pay—an average 
of at least a half billion dollars a year 
since 1991—to contain Saddam Hussein. 

That investment must be preserved, 
so a U.S. response to Saddam’s latest 
transgression had to be made. The 
timeliness, the magnitude, and the 
process by which the Presidential deci-
sions were made must be fully re-
viewed. But for now, a ‘‘well done’’ to 
the U.S. military. 

I commend the majority leader, Sen-
ators THURMOND and MCCAIN for their 
leadership on this resolution. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, Saddam 
Hussein’s movement into northern Iraq 
was yet another direct threat to U.S. 
national interest: to maintain security 
and stability in the Middle East. Amer-
ican cruise missiles have struck var-
ious Iraqi military installations with 
the purpose of deterring Iraq from fur-
ther violence against the Kurds and to 
take out air-defense systems that 
posed a danger to our air patrols. 

I support the President as our Com-
mander in Chief and his decision to at-
tack Saddam Hussein’s military instal-
lations to provide greater protection 
for our personnel enforcing the current 
and expanded no-fly zone. I stand 100 
percent behind the brave men and 
women in our Armed Forces. There-
fore, I support the resolution we are 
voting on this evening which condemns 
Saddam Hussein’s actions and ex-
presses support for our troops and the 
President’s efforts to curb further ac-
tions by Iraq. It is my understanding 
that after intelligence reports dis-
closed the Iraqi military buildup, clear 
warnings were sent that he should not 
use any military force—warnings that 
were not heeded. 

Mr. President, Saddam Hussein’s ac-
tions and our response didn’t come out 
of the blue. They are an extension of 
ongoing efforts to enforce the re-
straints placed on Iraq at the end of 
the Gulf war. Therefore, while the use 
of force should always be a last resort 
tool of foreign policy, the reckless and 
aggressive pattern of actions Hussein 
has carried out, required the only 
warning he would respond to: force. 

While we can understand these recent 
events, the future of this situation re-
mains a concern for us all. U.S. inter-
ests in the region have not changed. In 
addition, the various conflicts among 
neighboring nations and the division 
within the Kurdish people, further 
complicates our ability to stabilize the 

situation. It is critical and in our na-
tional interest that the administration 
work with our allies, especially those 
in the region, to bring this incident to 
a peaceful conclusion. 

Finally, while the cold war has come 
to an end, it is clear that we continue 
to live in an unstable world where our 
national security interests will be test-
ed. We must continue to fully fund our 
Armed Forces so they remain strong. 
When we ask American men and 
women to put their lives on the line for 
our country, they better have the best 
equipment and training possible. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
we have strong national security inter-
ests in this very volatile and unstable 
region of the world. Any further hos-
tility by Saddam Hussein’s forces 
against our personnel, or in violation 
of Operation Provide Comfort or the 
other restraints established by the 
international community must be met 
with a swift and decisive response from 
the United States. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, 2 days ago 
the President ordered a forceful re-
sponse to Iraq’s aggression against its 
own Kurdish minority. 

The question before us is whether the 
Senate supports the action taken by 
our President. 

Some have expressed concerns that 
go beyond the scope of that question. 
They have raised points that could be 
the matter of legitmate debate—but 
that debate should be reserved for an-
other day. 

We are not debating the history of 
American diplomacy with respect to 
Iraq. We are not debating the future of 
American security policy in the Per-
sian Gulf. We are simply being asked to 
state whether or not we support the ac-
tions initiated by the Commander in 
Chief; Whether we support the troops 
fulfilling his orders; and, whether we 
condemn Saddam Hussein’s aggressive 
actions. 

These are weighty matters in and of 
themselves. We should not cloud the 
debate by injecting extraneous issues. 

I intend to support the resolution be-
fore us because I believe that the force-
ful response ordered by the President 
was both necessary and appropriate. 
Saddam Hussein has demonstrated re-
peatedly that he only understands the 
language of force. 

He was warned explicitly by the 
United States when evidence mounted 
of a threatening Iraqi military mobili-
zation. He chose to ignore those warn-
ings and enter an area that has been 
the site of past Iraqi transgressions. 
His actions violated universal human 
rights norms as well as U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 688, which de-
manded that he cease his oppression of 
the Kurds. 

Had this aggression gone unan-
swered, it would have strengthened his 
position internally and emboldened 
him to strike elsewhere. Thankfully, it 
did not go unanswered. 

President Clinton’s decisive action 
sent a strong signal that the United 

States will not condone Iraqi military 
adventurism. It sent the message that 
there is a price to pay for aggression. It 
served to protect vital interests in the 
Persian Gulf by reassuring key allies of 
America’s commitment to regional sta-
bility. And by extending the Southern 
no-fly-zone, the President has con-
strained Saddam Hussein’s ability to 
make greater mischief. 

Upholding these interests transcends 
the concerns that I and many of my 
colleagues have over becoming en-
meshed in the internecine warfare be-
tween Kurdish factions. The saga of the 
Kurds is a long tale of struggle, be-
trayal, and oppression. It is one that is 
further complicated by a regional dy-
namic involving Iran, Iraq, Syria, and 
Turkey. The Kurdish question does not 
lend itself to an easy solution. 

However, we should not allow the 
complexities of Kurdistan to cause us 
to lose sight of our broader objectives. 
The President’s action is not about in-
volving the United States in Kurdish 
intrigue. It is about containing a dan-
gerous tyrant who is a continuing 
threat to international peace and secu-
rity. It is about preserving stability in 
a region vital to American national se-
curity. In short, it is about protecting 
American interests. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
standing with the President as he con-
fronts a ruthless dictator. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I gather 
now we are able to wrap up the other 
matters which do not require a vote. 
We will attempt to do those very 
quickly. These are matters that have 
been cleared on both sides. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5198 
(Purpose: To revise the name of the Japan- 

United States Friendship Commission) 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk by Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, to revise the name of the 
United States-Japan Friendship Com-
mission, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

Mr. BINGAMAN, for himself, Mr. MURKOWSKI 
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER proposes an amend-
ment numbered 5198. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 104, below line 24, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 421 (a) REVISION OF NAME OF JAPAN- 

UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP COMMISSION.— 
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(1)(A) The first sentence of section 4(a) of the 
Japan-United States Friendship Act (22 
U.S.C. 2903(a)) is amended by striking out 
‘‘Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘United 
States-Japan Commisison’’. 

(B) The section heading of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘UNITED STATES-JAPAN COMMISSION’’. 
(2) Subsection (c) of section 3 of that Act 

(22 U.S.C. 2902) is amended by striking out 
‘‘Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘United 
States-Japan Commission’’. 

(3) Any reference to the Japan-United 
States Friendship Commission in any Fed-
eral law, Executive order, regulation, delega-
tion of authority, or other document shall be 
deemed to refer to the United States-Japan 
Commission. 

Mr. BOND. It is agreed to on this 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 5198) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5199 

(Purpose: To require the conveyance to the 
City of Downey, California, of certain real 
property under the jurisdiction of NASA) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk, by Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, relating to transfer of property 
to the city of Downey, CA. I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 5199. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 104, below line 24, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 421. (a) Subject to the concurrence of 

the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration (GSA) and notwithstanding 
Sec. 707 of Public Law 103–433, the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration may convey to the City of 
Downey, California, all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to a parcel 
of real property, including improvements 
thereon, consisting of approximately 60 acres 
and known as Parcels III, IV, and VI of the 
NASA Industrial Plant, Downey, California. 

(b)(1) DELAY IN PAYMENT OF CONSIDER-
ATION.—After the end of the 20-year period 
beginning on the date on which the convey-
ance under subsection (a) is completed, the 
City of Downey shall pay to the United 
States an amount equal to fair market value 
of the conveyed property as of the date of 
the conveyance from NASA. 

(2) EFFECT OF RECONVEYANCE BY THE CITY.— 
If the City of Downy reconveys all or any 
part of the conveyed property during such 20- 
year period, the City shall pay to the United 
States an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the reconveyed property as of the 
time of the reconveyance, excluding the 

value of any improvements made to the 
property by the City. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.—The Administrator of NASA shall 
determine fair market value in accordance 
with Federal appraisal standards and proce-
dures. 

(4) TREATMENT OF LEASES.—The Adminis-
trator of NASA may treat a lease of the 
property within such 20-year period as a re-
conveyance if the Administrator determines 
that the lease is being used to avoid applica-
tion of paragraph (b)(2). 

(5) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The Adminis-
trator of NASA shall deposit any proceeds 
received under this subsection in the special 
account established pursuant to section 
204(h)(2) of the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 
485(h)(2)). 

(c) The exact acreage and legal description 
of the real property to be conveyed under 
subsection (a) shall be determined by a sur-
vey satisfactory to the Administrator. The 
cost of the survey shall be borne by the City 
of Downey, California. 

(d) The Administrator may require such 
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection 
(a) as the Administrator considers appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United 
States. 

(e) If the City at any time after the con-
veyance of the property under subsection (a) 
notifies the Administrator that the City no 
longer wishes to retain the property, it may 
convey the property under the terms of sub-
section (b), or, it may revert all right, title, 
and interest in and to the property (includ-
ing any facilities, equipment, or fixtures 
conveyed, but excluding the value of any im-
provements made to the property by the 
City) to the United States, and the United 
States shall have the right of immediate 
entry onto the property. 

Mr. BOND. We have no objection. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 5199) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5188, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Bennett amend-
ment, No. 5188, previously adopted by 
the Senate, be modified by striking out 
the sum $755,573 and inserting therein 
$464,442, as shown in the revised amend-
ment now sent to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 5188), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

On page 27, line 19, strike ‘‘$969,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$969,464,442’’. 

On page 29, line 5, strike the period, and in-
sert a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, the Secretary shall provide 
$464,442 to the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy, in lieu of amounts lost to such agency in 
bond refinancings during 1994, for its use in 
accordance with the immediately preceding 
proviso.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 5200 
(Purpose: To make an amendment relating 

to mortgage insurance) 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk, on behalf of Senator MCCAIN, 

an amendment relating to FHA insur-
ance for large FHA projects. I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5200. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title II of the 

bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 2 . MORTGAGE INSURANCE. 

(a) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act may be used to give final approval 
to any proposal to provide mortgage insur-
ance having a value in excess of $50 million 
for any project financing for which may be 
guaranteed under section 220 of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715K), unless the Sec-
retary has transmitted to the President pro 
tempore of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House the Secretary’s justification for 
such guarantee and no final approval shall be 
given until the justification has laid before 
the Congress for a period of not less than 30 
days. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I had in-
tended to offer an amendment which 
would have stopped the Federal Hous-
ing Authority from using taxpayer dol-
lars to guarantee mortgages for luxury 
housing developments, targeted to fam-
ilies earning over $100,000 per year. 

The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is processing an 
application from a team of developers, 
headed by the venerable Donald 
Trump, to obtain Federal Housing Au-
thority mortgage guarantees for their 
luxury apartment development in Man-
hattan known as Riverside South. 

The HUD program to which Mr. 
Trump and his associates are applying 
for assistance is intended to promote 
development within urban renewal 
areas. To help qualify for the aid, Mr. 
Trump’s group has pledged to reserve 
20 percent of the units for low- and 
moderate-income residents. 

The issuance of the Federal mortgage 
guarantee and the 20 percent low-in-
come reserve will entitle Mr. Trump 
and his partners to a vast array of mu-
nicipal tax benefits, which one group 
calculates to be in the range of nearly 
$4.5 million per ‘‘needy’’ individual as-
sisted—not exactly what most Ameri-
cans would consider cost-effective use 
of Government assistance. 

I certainly have nothing against lux-
ury apartments nor do I have anything 
against very successful project devel-
opers, including Mr. Trump. I do ob-
ject, however, to asking the taxpayer 
to bear the risk of a development for 
one of the wealthiest entrepreneurs in 
the country, to help finance a project 
that will predominantly benefit upper 
income Americans. 

I do not know how many similar 
projects are in the pipeline but they 
should not be approved. 

If this particular mortgage guarantee 
is approved, taxpayers will be on the 
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hook for over $350 million. They will 
take this enormous risk—the largest 
ever in the history of the program—to 
help provide housing, in some in-
stances, for people who earn an annual 
income of over $200,000 per year. the av-
erage apartment in the Riverside 
South project will be targeted to fami-
lies who earn in excess of $100,000. 

I want to stress, the FHA program 
tapped to guarantee the success of Riv-
erside South and its financiers is de-
signed to promote vital urban renewal. 

I am not sure that downtown Man-
hattan is among our highest urban re-
newal priorities. Harlem, South Chi-
cago, South Central Los Angeles, and 
South Phoenix come to mind as needier 
priorities. Congressman NADLER who 
represents the area in the House, and 
who is a member on the other side of 
the aisle, does not consider the area 
around the development site to be 
blighted and he opposes the project. I 
am just not sure that Manhattan is 
particularly lacking the means to un-
dertake urban renewal activities at its 
own expense. 

The very simple premise is that we 
can and should focus our scarce Fed-
eral housing dollars, including loan 
guarantees, on projects that are pri-
marily targeted to the needy in the 
most seriously depressed areas. 

Moreover, the Donald Trumps of the 
world can more than afford to bear the 
risk of their endeavors, and should not 
be indemnified with taxpayer dollars. 
Quite to the contrary, scarce Federal 
housing resources should be used to 
maximize help to those who truly need 
assistance. I understand this amend-
ment would be objected to. 

In order to accomodate the leader’s 
desire to finish the bill in a timely 
manner, I’ve offered an alternative 
that will ensure that should HUD de-
cide to approve the Riverside South 
project or any other project over $250 
million, Congress will at least have the 
opportunity to act to stop it if we de-
cide that the risk is too much or other-
wise not in the public interest. Under 
the amendment Congress will have 30 
days to stop the approval before it can 
become effective. 

Mr. BOND. There is no objection to 
the amendment on this side. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 5200) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5201 

(Purpose: To provide supplemental appro-
priations for veterans compensation and 
pensions for fiscal year 1996) 
Mr. BOND. I send an amendment to 

the desk relating to an increase in the 
amounts for compensation and pen-
sions of $100 million for the Veterans 
Administration and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], for 

himself and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an 
amendment numbered 5201. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 105, after line 2, insert: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Compensa-
tion and Pensions’’, $100,000,000, to be made 
available upon enactment of this Act, to re-
main available until expended. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides supplemental ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1996 for VA 
compensation and pensions. The de-
partment has just, today, notified our 
staffs that they anticipate being short 
$100 million in this current fiscal year 
for compensation. Without this supple-
mental, checks for about 2 million vet-
erans would be delayed for a week until 
the start of the new fiscal year. It is 
supported on this side. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 5201) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that once again the Senate has 
chosen to continue our Nation’s com-
mitment to the future through the ex-
ploration and study of the exciting 
frontier of space. No one can predict 
the outcome of our investment in 
NASA, the space program, and the 
international space station; but we 
must continue to push forward in our 
pursuit of knowledge. Generations to 
come will benefit from the knowledge 
and experience gained from the invest-
ment we have made, and continued ex-
ploration of space will present many 
more opportunities to learn. 

First, the space program will provide 
significant contributions not only to 
Americans, but people all around the 
world. We have already seen results of 
space-related research in life sciences, 
and the potential for expansion and de-
velopment is virtually limitless. The 
discovery of possible life on Mars is a 
very exciting development for all man-
kind, and highlights the possibilities 
that exist if we continue to encourage 
and support our curiosities about the 
universe. 

Second, our Nation’s leadership role 
in high technology research and devel-
opment must be maintained and en-
hanced. The aerospace industry is a 

significant area of America’s inter-
national competitiveness. Support of 
our space program is essential to our 
future position as the world leader in 
high technology aerospace sciences. 

Third, projects such as the inter-
national space station help to continue 
and expand the cooperation among the 
nation’s of the world. Our collaborative 
efforts with the Europeans, Japanese, 
and Russians only serve to increase 
stability and strengthen our relations. 
Our space program enables us to ex-
change exciting ideas with the world 
community, and accelerate the pace of 
our own technology and space explo-
ration. 

Mr. President, I believe that these 
are very compelling reasons for contin-
ued support of our space program. 
NASA deserves our support. Congress 
and the administration should provide 
the appropriate resources needed for 
NASA to effectively and efficiently 
manage the space program. We must 
invest in our future, and invest in our-
selves. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I commend 
the efforts of the subcommittee chair-
man, Senator BOND, and the ranking 
minority member, Senator MIKULSKI, 
in bringing H.R. 3666, the fiscal year 
1997 VA/HUD and Independent Agencies 
Appropriation Bill to the Senate expe-
ditiously. They have done their best to 
craft a balanced bill within the discre-
tionary funding allocation they were 
given. While the VA/HUD Sub-
committee received an allocation that 
is $100 million in budget authority 
above the House allocation, the discre-
tionary allocation for this sub-
committee is nevertheless $3 billion 
below the President’s request. Having 
to work within that very constrained 
level of funding, Chairman BOND and 
Senator MIKULSKI have done a remark-
able job in funding the many important 
departments and agencies under the 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction; from the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to 
NASA to HUD, to NSF, to FEMA, to 
EPA, and a number of other Federal 
agencies. 

I also commend the chairman and 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
for their attempts to keep this bill free 
of the controversial riders and signifi-
cant new legislative language that 
made this such a difficult bill during 
the fiscal year 1996 process. 

In addition, Mr. President, I express 
my gratitude to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, Senator BOND, for his 
support of a very important amend-
ment, which I co-sponsored. This ini-
tiative provides for a one-year exten-
sion of the authorization of the Federal 
Flood Insurance Program, which is ad-
ministered by the Federal Emergency 
Management Administration. It will 
prevent disruption in the Federal Flood 
Insurance Program—which provides af-
fordable insurance to residents of high- 
risk areas—ensuring that FEMA can 
enter into new flood insurance con-
tracts and can renew existing contracts 
throughout the next year. For states 
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like West Virginia, where the topog-
raphy makes a great many commu-
nities vulnerable to flooding, but the 
high price of private flood insurance 
often places it out of reach of families, 
residents rely on the Federal Flood In-
surance Program. Again, I thank the 
chairman for his attention to this im-
portant program. 

Finally, the staff of the sub-
committee—Sally Chadbourne and Liz 
Blevins for the minority, and Stephen 
Kohashi, Carrie Apostolou, and 
LaShawnda Leftwich for the major-
ity—are to be commended for their ex-
cellent work over the past weeks and 
months on this very important bill. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 

like to reflect on the provisions of this 
bill that fund the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency [EPA] and the Council 
on Environmental Quality [CEQ] for 
fiscal year 1997. 

With regard to the EPA, this bill is a 
vast improvement over the 1996 bill re-
ported by the Appropriations Com-
mittee last year. It is welcome, indeed, 
that this bill reached the Senate floor 
without the antienvironmental legisla-
tive riders which plagued the 1996 Sen-
ate bill. These riders—which the Wash-
ington Post dubbed the ‘‘riders from 
hell’’ included legislative provisions 
which would have prohibited the EPA 
from implementing provisions in key 
environmental statutes such as the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and the Clean 
Water Act and would have eliminated 
EPA’s role in issuing permits to fill 
wetlands. 

In addition, compared to the severe 
budget cuts made to the EPA’s budget 
request for fiscal year 1996, this appro-
priations bill certainly is preferable; it 
is just 6 percent below the President’s 
requested level. Nonetheless, 6 percent 
of the EPA budget is over $425 mil-
lion—with a disproportionate percent-
age coming from the EPA operating 
budget which includes management 
and oversight for standards-setting and 
enforcement. We must realize that 
such a reduction does not come with-
out a significant loss of capability for 
the environmental protection efforts of 
this vital agency. 

I fully support the President’s fund-
ing request for the EPA—which in-
cludes his request to provide $100 mil-
lion for the Boston Harbor cleanup 
project. In addition, I am disappointed 
that the committee cut by 86 percent 
from the President’s request and 76 
percent from last year’s level funding 
for the Environmental Technology Ini-
tiative and made deep cuts in EPA’s 
climate change program. I greatly re-
gret this bill does not contain the 
President’s levels of support and that 
there are sufficient Republican votes to 
prevent passage of amendments that 
would raise the bill’s appropriations 
levels for these items. 

As the House and Senate begin meet-
ing in conference to work out their dif-
ferences on the VA–HUD bill, I will 
continue working with the President, 

the subcommittee chairman and rank-
ing member, and other conferees to se-
cure funding for the Boston Harbor 
project. 

While I wish to convey my concerns 
about the extremely serious situation 
facing the residents of Boston in under-
taking the multibillion dollar Boston 
Harbor project, I want to emphasize 
that this project merits national atten-
tion as do other projects in cities that 
face requirements for similar water in-
frastructure improvements to comply 
with federal mandates. 

Mr. President, the Boston Harbor 
project is a massive undertaking which 
will provide water and sewer services 
to over 2.5 million people in 61 commu-
nities with a total cost, including the 
combined sewer overflow (CSO) and 
capital cost improvements, of over $5 
billion. The sewage treatment plant is 
being built under a Federal court-or-
dered schedule that requires comple-
tion by 1999. 

When the Clean Water Act was origi-
nally enacted, Congress acknowledged 
the great importance of the Federal 
role in cleaning the water we drink and 
use for so many other purposes. It did 
so by providing Federal support of 50 to 
90 percent of the funding for projects 
on the scale of the Boston Harbor 
project. The goals of the Federal Clean 
Water Act are laudable and the envi-
ronmental benefits to Boston Harbor 
from the initial water infrastructure 
improvements are already being felt in 
the surrounding Bay area. However, 
while the goals and standards of the 
Clean Water Act have remained and 
should continue to remain intact, over 
the past 15 years we have seen the Fed-
eral assistance for large water infra-
structure projects decline. Only ap-
proximately 20 percent of the Boston 
secondary sewerage treatment project 
costs have been paid by the Federal 
Government, and that is not even 
counting the costs of the combined 
sewer overflow and other improve-
ments that will be required in the fu-
ture. 

Let me also say that the Harbor 
cleanup is not a partisan issue. The 
Clinton administration each year has 
included $100 million in its budget re-
quest, as did the Bush administration 
before it. I hope the Congress will take 
this same bipartisan approach and will 
appropriate $100 million for the project. 

I also would like to comment on the 
importance of funding the Council on 
Environmental Quality. There are 
those in the Senate who do not realize 
the great value of CEQ to the American 
people. 

Since its inception in 1971, CEQ has 
played the key role of arbiter of envi-
ronmental policy conflicts among Fed-
eral agencies. Most recently, CEQ co-
ordinated the administration’s support 
for and contributed to the passage of 
the Safe Drinking Water Act reauthor-
ization legislation and the Food Safety 
bill. 

The President and his administration 
advocate sustainable environmental 

policies that enhance economic growth. 
The Vice President, as charged by the 
President, has led an effort under the 
National Performance Review to 
streamline regulations, remove red-
tape, and reward efficiency, compli-
ance, and innovation by industry. With 
a very limited budget, CEQ has been 
and remains a cost-effective and re-
sourceful contributor in these endeav-
ors. 

The Henry M. Jackson Foundation’s 
1995 report states that the ‘‘* * * CEQ 
has never been more needed. The easy 
environmental problems are resolved. 
Now the more difficult business begins 
of seeing to it that governmental ef-
forts produce results in an economi-
cally efficient manner and not just 
greater bureaucracy, waste and frus-
tration.’’ 

CEQ provides an invaluable public 
service and the limited Federal re-
sources dedicated to its functions are 
well spent. I compliment the com-
mittee on providing adequate funding 
for these activities. 

After the dark nights of 1995 and 
early 1996, we have emerged to find 
greater reasonableness in the environ-
mental funding and policy actions of 
the Republican congressional majority. 
Despite the significant differences that 
still exist between our views of the 
level of environmental protection ac-
tivities the Federal Government should 
undertake, we are close enough to com-
promise. 

I compliment and thank the chair-
man and ranking member and their 
staffs for their diligent efforts to bring 
this bill before the Senate, and urge 
that they push as hard as possible for 
the highest achievable level of funding 
for environmental programs during the 
conference committee with the House. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my concern with lan-
guage that appears in the committee 
report on the fiscal year 1997 VA–HUD 
appropriations bill. 

Last year, when we debated the fiscal 
year 1996 version of this legislation, I 
and the junior Senator from Illinois 
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, offered an 
amendment to strike a provision in 
that bill that would have effectively 
barred HUD from investigating com-
plaints of discrimination in the sale of 
property insurance. 

Mr. President, this issue, commonly 
known as insurance redlining, is noth-
ing new. Redlining derives its name 
from the practice of literally drawing 
red lines around certain minority and 
low-income neighborhoods and treating 
the residents of those neighborhoods 
differently. In the case of insurance 
redlining, agents refuse to sell home-
owners policies in these neighborhoods, 
or if they do sell policies, they are poli-
cies that provide significantly less cov-
erage than a policy that might be sold 
for a similar house in a more upscale 
neighborhood. 

The ramifications of reducing access 
to affordable and adequate home-
owners’ insurance have proven severe 
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for urban areas with large minority 
communities. As we all know, without 
property insurance an individual can-
not obtain a home loan. And without a 
home loan, an individual cannot obtain 
a home. Thus, refusing to provide prop-
erty insurance to an individual because 
he or she lives in a predominantly mi-
nority community is a clear violation 
of the civil rights protections of the 
Fair Housing Act. 

My interest in this issue grew out of 
widely-reported redlining abuses in the 
city of Milwaukee, WI, where it was 
well documented that insurance red-
lining was occurring on a widespread 
basis. I was deeply concerned that this 
sort of documented discrimination was 
occurring not only in my home State, 
but apparently in many others as well, 
including Illinois, Missouri, and Ohio. 

Early in 1995, as well as in the 103d 
Congress, I introduced legislation that 
would have required insurance compa-
nies in our Nation’s largest urban areas 
to collect and report certain informa-
tion about their underwriting practices 
to the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. This information, 
including the number and type of poli-
cies written, where such policies are 
written, and certain loss claims data, 
would have then been made available 
to State regulators, civil rights organi-
zations, and other groups interested in 
combating property insurance dis-
crimination. 

Mr. President, it is important not to 
forget who these redlining victims 
are—they are hard-working Americans, 
who have played by the rules and are 
trying to simply buy a home. They are 
trying to bring a sense of stability and 
vitality to their families and their 
communities. 

Unfortunately, as happened in Mil-
waukee, they often run into a brick 
wall of ignorance and injustice. The 
pattern of discrimination in Milwaukee 
led seven Milwaukee residents to join 
with the NAACP and file suit against 
the American Family Insurance Co. An 
unprecedented and historic out-of- 
court settlement was reached in this 
case between the parties where the in-
surance company agreed to spend $14.5 
million compensating these and other 
Milwaukee homeowners who had been 
discriminated against, as well as for 
special housing programs in the city of 
Milwaukee. 

But for those of my colleagues who 
might think such discrimination in the 
insurance market is limited to Mil-
waukee, WI, I assure you that is not 
the case. Extensive studies conducted 
by consumer and civil rights organiza-
tions, as well as a recent study con-
ducted by the National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners, have found 
insurance redlining to be a widespread 
phenomenon, national in scope. Strong 
evidence of property insurance dis-
crimination has been reported in cities 
across the country, including St. 
Louis, Chicago, New Orleans, Kansas 
City, Detroit, Dallas, and many others. 

Mr. President, there is ample reason 
to believe that insurance redlining does 

occur, it occurs all across this country, 
and we should be taking steps to en-
hance the government’s ability to com-
bat this form of discrimination. 

Unfortunately, we’re not taking 
those steps forward. And last year, the 
Appropriations Committee, which to 
my knowledge had not held a single 
hearing on this issue, sought to pro-
hibit HUD from expending funds on the 
adjudication of property insurance dis-
crimination complaints. 

The provisions in that bill were a di-
rect attempt to stop HUD from inves-
tigating complaints of discrimination 
under the Fair Housing Act. HUD 
would have been barred from spending 
any money investigating any com-
plaints of insurance redlining. They 
would not have been allowed to inves-
tigate the over 10,000 property insur-
ance complaints that are filed with 
HUD each year. 

Thankfully, when it became clear 
that there was a bipartisan majority in 
favor of protecting our civil rights 
laws, our amendment was agreed to 
and the language was stricken from the 
bill. 

Although this year’s VA-HUD bill 
does not include this language restrict-
ing HUD’s enforcement of our fair 
housing laws, the committee report 
does include some language that I be-
lieve is rife with inaccuracies and 
mischaracterizations. 

The report language claims that the 
Fair Housing Act does not say one 
word about property insurance. The 
language states that ‘‘neither it [the 
FHA] nor its legislative history sug-
gests that Congress intended it to 
apply to the provision of property in-
surance’’. It is true the original Fair 
Housing Act does not address property 
insurance. But as a result of the Fair 
Housing Act Amendments of 1988— 
signed into law by President Reagan— 
HUD promulgated regulations that spe-
cifically placed property insurance 
under the umbrella of the Fair Housing 
Act. These regulations were promul-
gated by the Bush administration. 

Let me repeat that: If anyone is 
under the impression that HUD’s in-
volvement in combating property in-
surance discrimination is a Clinton ad-
ministration initiative, that is cat-
egorically wrong. The regulations were 
the result of a law that passed Con-
gress with strong bipartisan support 
and was signed into law by President 
Reagan. The regulations were promul-
gated by the Bush administration. 

So let’s set aside the faulty assertion 
that HUD’s role in enforcing the Fair 
Housing Act as it applies to property 
insurance is some new effort to expand 
the Federal Government regulatory 
powers over a particular industry. 

The supporters of this new language 
also say that regulating the insurance 
industry is the sole domain of the 
States as mandated under the 
McCarran-Ferguson Act. This, Mr. 
President, is a diversionary tactic. 
This is not an issue of regulating the 
insurance industry. The States are the 

regulators of the insurance industry. 
This is an argument about whether the 
Federal Government has the ability to 
enforce the civil rights of those who 
have been discriminated against when 
they are attempting to purchase a 
home. 

This argument also fails to recognize 
that virtually every Federal court that 
has ruled on this issue, including the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals in Na-
tionwide Insurance Co. versus Cisneros, 
and the Seventh Circuit Court of Ap-
peals in NAACP versus American Fam-
ily Insurance, have held that the Fair 
Housing Act applies to property insur-
ance and that HUD was legally author-
ized to enforce the FHA as it relates to 
homeowners insurance. Moreover, the 
Supreme Court has specifically refused 
to review these cases. 

There is clearly another attempt to 
undermine HUD’s efforts to do its job. 
Over the last several years, time and 
time again, HUD has uncovered inci-
dents and patterns of discrimination in 
the sale and availability of home-
owners insurance. And that is precisely 
why we are debating this issue today. 
It is because HUD has been too effec-
tive in enforcing our civil rights laws. 

Look at last year’s settlement be-
tween American Family Insurance Co. 
and the people of Milwaukee. And just 
weeks ago, it was announced that 
State Farm Insurance Co., long under 
investigation by HUD for property in-
surance discrimination, had agreed to 
completely restructure their under-
writing procedures, add new sales and 
service centers in urban communities, 
and invest over $1 million in first- 
mortgage financing in urban Toledo, 
OH. 

As I have said repeatedly in the past, 
I do not mean in any way to throw a 
blanket indictment at the insurance 
industry. I know many individuals in 
my home State who work in the insur-
ance industry, and it is my firm belief 
that the vast majority of those individ-
uals are decent, hard-working Ameri-
cans who would join with myself and 
others in condemning this sort of big-
otry and discrimination. Unfortu-
nately, it is evident that these sort of 
abuses do occur, and the Federal Gov-
ernment must do all it can to aggres-
sively enforce the Fair Housing Act. 

As was demonstrated last year and in 
years past, this is not an inherently 
partisan issue. This Congress has in 
fact, demonstrated time and time 
again that it will stand up to mindless 
bigotry and discrimination in whatever 
form it might take. The language con-
tained in the committee report rep-
resents a threat to a longstanding bi-
partisan commitment to protecting 
and enforcing civil rights in this coun-
try and battling the various forms of 
bigotry and discrimination that con-
tinue to pervade this Nation. The com-
mittee report language, obviously, does 
not have the force of law and it should 
be disregarded. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, the VA–HUD bill currently under 
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consideration contains report language 
stating that HUD’s property insurance 
practices duplicate State regulation of 
insurance and that HUD’s activities in 
this area create an unwarranted and 
unnecessary layer of Federal bureauc-
racy. Mr. President, now is not the 
time to retreat from our commitment 
to fair housing opportunities for all. 
Congress made its decision on this 
issue last year when I offered an 
amendment which was adopted to en-
sure that the Government would re-
main able to combat discrimination in 
the issuance of property insurance. 

In 1988, Congress gave HUD the au-
thority to promulgate regulations to 
enforce the Fair Housing Act. At that 
time, HUD, under then-President 
George Bush and HUD Secretary Jack 
Kemp, issued a regulation which de-
fined conduct prohibited under the Fair 
Housing Act to include: ‘‘refusing to 
provide property or hazard insurance 
for dwellings, or providing such insur-
ance differently, because of race, color, 
religion, sex, handicap, familial status, 
or national origin.’’ 

The reason for this prohibition is 
simple. Without property insurance, no 
lender will provide a mortgage. With-
out a mortgage, few individuals can 
buy a house. Denial of property or haz-
ard insurance impairs the ability of an 
individual to buy their own home, in a 
very real and concrete way. 

Mr. President, discrimination in the 
issuance of property insurance is not a 
minor problem. Recent investigations 
conducted in 9 different cities found 
that discrimination against African- 
Americans and Latino neighborhoods 
occurred more than 50 percent of the 
time. In my hometown of Chicago, dis-
crimination occurred 83 percent of the 
time. Investigators found that minor-
ity homeowners were routinely charged 
more money for less coverage, were not 
offered the best insurance policies, and 
were even denied any coverage at all. 

Consider a case that the Department 
of Justice settled last year against a 
major insurance company for its con-
duct in Milwaukee, WI. The Depart-
ment alleged that the company rou-
tinely sold more costly, less com-
prehensive policies to minorities, failed 
to return phone calls or keep appoint-
ments with black customers, avoided 
entire neighborhoods with high minor-
ity populations, and subjected applica-
tions from black neighborhoods to 
greater scrutiny. One potential black 
customer was told that ‘‘you people 
make phony claims,’’ and a white man-
ager was instructed in writing to quit 
writing all those blacks. 

Despite opponents arguments to the 
contrary, HUD’s enforcement of the 
Fair Housing Act does not involve reg-
ulation. Regulation of rates, or other 
aspects of the insurance business, is a 
State responsibility. What HUD is obli-
gated to do, and what it has done, is 
enforce civil rights laws that prohibit 
discrimination. No one has offered any 
valid explanation to show why this one 
particular industry should be exempted 
from antidiscrimination laws. 

This fact is, Congress has consist-
ently rejected the argument that the 
Federal Government should leave the 
enforcement of civil rights to the ex-
clusive jurisdiction of the States. The 
Federal Government has a very real in-
terest in ensuring that effective rem-
edies for acts of discrimination are 
available to all people. While States do 
have laws prohibiting discrimination in 
insurance, the Fair Housing Act pro-
vides a wider array of remedies, includ-
ing a private right of action, than 
those provided by most States. 

There is more uniting America, than 
dividing us. We share a common 
dream—the American dream. We all 
want to raise our children in safe com-
munities, and provide a home for our 
families. It’s because of the American 
dream that we have to keep raising 
these issues. 

Housing discrimination and segrega-
tion undermine the health and vitality 
of American communities—our cities, 
suburbs and rural towns. It denies fam-
ilies full and free choice about where to 
live, send their kids to school, and 
where to work. 

As a Chicago Tribune editorial said, 
We all pay a price for racial discrimina-

tion. Those who are discriminated against 
pay the most. But those who do the discrimi-
nating, or condone it, eventually reap what 
they sow in higher taxes and lowered eco-
nomic horizons. Experience teaches that the 
cost of racial segregation reaches beyond the 
inner city. We all pay the price for the pov-
erty, joblessness, and crime that fester 
there. In one respect, wealthier taxpayers 
pay the most. 

The American people believe in fair-
ness. They certainly don’t believe in a 
special-interest exemption to the civil 
rights laws. Yet that is exactly what 
we are approaching if Congress con-
dones report language indicating a con-
cern about HUD’s use of funds for other 
fair housing activities aimed at prop-
erty insurance practices. 

Federal efforts to combat discrimina-
tion are vital. Congress would be set-
ting a bad example if it retreats from 
its commitment to fairness and non- 
discrimination in fair housing laws. 
Continued enforcement of the Fair 
Housing Act is key. 

MISSION TO PLANET EARTH 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to ask if the distinguished chair-
man of the appropriations sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies, Senator BOND, and 
the distinguished ranking member, 
Senator MIKULSKI, would yield to a 
question regarding funding for NASA’s 
Mission to Planet Earth Program. 

Mr. BOND. We would be happy to 
yield to the Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you. I first want 
to thank the chairman and the ranking 
member for their work to restore cuts 
in the House bill to the Mission to 
Planet Earth, the civilian scientific 
mission to study the environment of 
this third planet from the Sun. The 
Senate bill provides $100 million more 
for NASA than provided in the House 
bill and restores this critical program 

for studying global climate change. As 
the Senate committee report points 
out, this program also encompasses 
disaster prediction and mitigation. 
This element is very important to my 
State of California. 

Technological growth and the experi-
ence of repeated earthquakes in Cali-
fornia have helped expand our ability 
to provide important data for detailed 
mapping of earthquake faults. The 
California Seismic Safety Commission 
has recommended a research and tech-
nology initiative whereby space tech-
nology may be used to reduce the risk 
from major California earthquakes. 
NASA has the unique ability to provide 
orbital photography, remote sensing 
data such as radar, and advanced optics 
and radio wave technology under the 
Mission to Planet Earth to assist Cali-
fornia’s earthquake risk reduction ef-
forts. I understand that Missouri’s Of-
fice of Emergency Services is inter-
ested in this effort, as well. 

Accelerating California’s seismic 
hazards identification programs would 
go a long way toward providing earth 
sciences information in a form that is 
useful to builders and local government 
planners so that we can genuinely 
manage seismic risk and reduce eco-
nomic damage and human casualties 
from these natural disasters. 

I ask the chairman and ranking 
member if it is their understanding 
that a portion of the funds provided to 
the Mission to Planet Earth could be 
made available for a cooperative pro-
gram between the Johnson Space Cen-
ter and the California Seismic Safety 
Commission and other seismically ac-
tive States, and if such a program 
would be consistent with the goals of 
the Mission to Planet Earth? 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator from 
California. The committee encourages 
NASA to collaborate with other Fed-
eral agencies and private industry to 
pursue opportunities for public-private 
partnerships to apply Mission to Plan-
et Earth data for environmental, agri-
cultural, transportation, fisheries and 
forestry management, as well as dis-
aster prediction and management. I be-
lieve a cooperative program between 
NASA’s Johnson Space Center and the 
State of California and other seis-
mically active States, such as my own 
State of Missouri, would be an excel-
lent example of this committee’s in-
tent. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. The cooperative ven-
ture that the Senator from California 
has described is clearly the kind of in-
formation that we intend the Mission 
to Planet Earth to provide for our local 
officials to make real use of this in-
valuable data from space. We should 
support hazard reduction programs 
whenever we can in order to hold down 
cost of disaster in lives and property in 
the future. 

THE TRANSFER OF SPACE STATION RELATED 
BIOTECHNICAL ACTIVITIES 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am concerned about a number of highly 
qualified persons who work at NASA’s 
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Ames Research Center in California. It 
is my understanding that NASA is con-
sidering a layoff of these highly trained 
individuals and sending the tech-
nologies for the space station program 
on which they are working—the Cen-
trifuge Facility—to the Japanese space 
agency NASDA. The Centrifuge Facil-
ity, and its related programs, have al-
ways been a part of the United States’ 
contribution to the International 
Space Station. I simply do not under-
stand why NASA would consider giving 
this work to the Japanese when they 
have significantly less experience in 
the life sciences area. 

I say to the Chairman that we are 
both strong supporters of the Inter-
national Space Station Program and 
want to see it become the premier 
microgravity research center of the 
world. This can only be accomplished if 
the best talent is focused on every sec-
tor of the program. To assign these bio-
technology activities to anyone other 
than the individuals at the Ames Re-
search Center—many of whom invented 
these technologies in the first place— 
makes little sense. Can he assure me 
that Ames Research Center will remain 
the center for these critical space sta-
tion related biotechnical activities? 

Mr. BOND. I appreciate the senior 
Senator from California raising the 
very important issue of the develop-
ment of research capabilities and in-
struments for use on the space station. 
As the Senator indicates, the space sta-
tion program will draw upon a wide va-
riety of disciplines and technical capa-
bilities of NASA, as well as other re-
search institutions here in the United 
States and those of our international 
partners. With such a widely distrib-
uted effort, involving so many different 
parties, it is critical that we demand of 
NASA a rigorous system of utilizing 
the most capable entities available to 
as to yield the highest quality research 
for our significant investment in this 
program. 

The Senator is justifiably proud of 
the biotechnology capabilities of Ames 
Research Center, and I certainly agree 
that shifts in responsibility for impor-
tant research tasks be very sensitive to 
issues of technical merit and capacity. 
I am aware that NASA has under con-
sideration a shift in responsibility for 
the centrifuge facility which is a mat-
ter of significant concern to me. The 
Congress has long supported retention 
of the centrifuge in the face of repeated 
past proposals to eliminate this impor-
tant facility. The centrifuge is crucial 
to life science studies since it provides 
a control for experiments in the micro-
gravity environment of the space sta-
tion. 

Unfortunately, as the Senator from 
California knows, NASA has requested 
authority to shift funding for the cur-
rent fiscal year, and for the next 2 
years, within the $2.1 billion annual 
cap. The cost of fabricating compo-
nents of the overall spacecraft such as 
the nodes are requiring greater invest-
ment at this point in the development 

program to maintain deployment 
schedule goals. These funding shifts 
from space station research hardware 
development, to spacecraft develop-
ment, require rescheduling and optimi-
zation of space station research pro-
gram plans in order to avoid cost over-
runs and minimize adverse program 
impacts. 

We are evaluating these require-
ments and will be proposing changes in 
conference to the NASA appropriations 
accounts to enable the agency to make 
the most effective use of available 
funding. We extensively will examine 
the agency proposals to make sure that 
such authorities will retain critical re-
search capabilities within a workable 
overall development schedule. I want 
to assure her that we will all partici-
pate in evaluating the merits of the 
agency’s proposals, and I certainly ex-
pect NASA to consult fully with all af-
fected parties prior to making signifi-
cant program changes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I agree with the Sen-
ator from California that this bio-
technology capability should remain 
within the United States. We have the 
experience that Japan cannot match in 
this arena and should not relinquish 
that capability. 
FUNDING FOR OKLAHOMA CITY BOMBING RELIEF 

Mr. NICKLES. It has now been more 
than a year since the tragic and sense-
less bombing of the Murrah Building in 
Oklahoma City. Last year, this Con-
gress, with the support of the adminis-
tration, approved $39 million in dis-
aster relief specifically for the recov-
ery of Oklahoma City. This funding 
was for community development assist-
ance to repair public and private facili-
ties damaged by the blast. For that I, 
along with the people of Oklahoma, am 
grateful. 

In the aftermath of this disaster, a 
full evaluation of its impact on down-
town Oklahoma City indicates that if 
the area is to adequately recover, addi-
tional Federal assistance is needed. To 
this end, I asked the Appropriations 
Committee in May to consider 
supplementing last year’s funding to 
cover additional damage claims plus 
loan and grant funds to assist busi-
nesses as they re-enter the damaged 
area. The administration, while not of-
ficially requesting these funds, has in-
dicated its support for the additional 
funding during recent discussions with 
Oklahoma City officials. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee has worked with me in 
trying to accommodate this request. 
Can he assure me that he will continue 
this cooperative effort to meet these 
ongoing needs arising from the bomb-
ing? 

Mr. BOND. I can assure my friend 
and colleague from Oklahoma that the 
committee will continue to work with 
him and the people of Oklahoma in re-
covering from this terrible tragedy. As 
the Senator has noted, the committee 
was pleased to provide $39 million in 
community development funds last 
year to aid in the restoration of down-

town Oklahoma City. In addition, the 
emergency supplemental appropriation 
last year provided $40.4 million for the 
replacement of the Murrah Federal 
Building. Additional funds have also 
been made available administratively 
through several government agencies, 
particularly the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. 

Also, as can certainly be understood, 
only a portion of the $39 million appro-
priation from last year has been obli-
gated by the city. It takes time to as-
sess the vast damage that occurred and 
award the contracts for repair. Fur-
ther, compliance with Federal regula-
tions, such as prevailing wage statutes, 
adds to the complexity of awarding 
contracts. Therefore, it takes time to 
fully obligate these funds. 

Once these funds are fully expended, 
I assure the Senator from Oklahoma 
that I will reassess the remaining as-
sistance needs for the city. I also un-
derstand that commitments have been 
made by the administration to Okla-
homa City officials to furnish cur-
rently appropriated funds for the relief 
effort. FEMA has indicated that $2 mil-
lion will be made available from its 
public assistance program for infra-
structure repair. Further, the adminis-
tration has agreed to make available 
$2.1 million for the purchase of land for 
a Federal campus for housing several 
Federal agencies. Both of these items 
were to be paid for by the emergency 
appropriation. This will enable the city 
to repay additional damage claims 
from this emergency supplemental. 

Let me state to the Senator, how-
ever, that no budget request from the 
administration has been received for 
additional funds. Such a request would 
show what offsets, if any, the adminis-
tration intended to utilize to pay for 
these added funds. It would also indi-
cate whether or not this was an emer-
gency designation, or if it intended to 
use reprogrammed funds from existing 
appropriations. 

I commend the Senator for his ongo-
ing commitment to ensure that Okla-
homa City, and indeed the entire State 
of Oklahoma, recovers from this ter-
rible tragedy. I fully intend to work 
with the Senator, the administration, 
and the city of Oklahoma City to meet 
any need for further assistance. 

HUD’S AUTHORITY REGARDING PROPERTY 
INSURANCE 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
when the Senate considered the fiscal 
year 1996 VA-HUD appropriations bill 
last year, I was a proud cosponsor of 
the Feingold/Moseley-Braun amend-
ment, which deleted language which 
would have restricted the use of HUD 
funds in the investigation of discrimi-
nation in homeowner’s insurance. This 
year, in the Senate committee report 
of the fiscal year 1997 VA-HUD appro-
priations bill, there is once again lan-
guage recommending that HUD be pro-
hibited from enforcing protections 
against property insurance redlining. 
In fact the committee report calls 
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HUD’s activities related to property in-
surance ‘‘duplicative of state regula-
tion of insurance . . . creat(ing) an un-
warranted and unnecessary layer of 
federal bureaucracy.’’ 

I want to make it very clear, as I did 
last year, that I believe the U.S. Sen-
ate should not set the precedent of ex-
empting property insurance from fair 
housing laws. If HUD is not able to in-
vestigate claims of property insurance 
redlining, Americans might be kept 
from buying houses because they might 
not be able to get homeowner’s insur-
ance. I believe that all Americans have 
the right to homeowner’s insurance, re-
gardless of race or ethnicity or the 
neighborhood in which they live. 

Mr. President, once again, I will re-
mind you that we have been through 
this before. The insurance industry 
claims that this type of denial of cov-
erage is not taking place, but HUD re-
ports that it continues to process and 
settle thousands of claims of property 
insurance redlining. Unfortunately, the 
shameful practice of denying coverage 
to Americans because of the neighbor-
hood they live in or the color of their 
skin is still practiced today. 

If HUD is barred from funding private 
fair housing groups investigating 
claims of property insurance redlining, 
Americans will be denied the protec-
tion of a basic civil rights law. I do not 
think that insurance companies should 
be exempt from property provisions in 
the Fair Housing Act. HUD’s enforce-
ment of civil rights protections does 
not undermine State insurance regula-
tion, rather, Federal fair housing pro-
tections ensure that homeowners or po-
tential homeowners do not encounter 
discriminatory practices in their effort 
to obtain homeowner’s insurance. In 
this campaign season, many have 
voiced their desire to help all Ameri-
cans get their piece of the American 
dream. Mr. President, this is a perfect 
place for us to protect Americans who 
are trying to purchase a home from 
discrimination. 

TRAVIS VA HOSPITAL 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise today to express my strong dis-
appointment that funding for the Trav-
is VA Hospital was not included in the 
VA, HUD, and independent agencies ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1997. 
There are currently 450,000 veterans in 
northern California who have no local 
veterans hospital. 

Let me briefly describe the con-
tinuing situation for these veterans 
seeking inpatient health services. A 
veteran in northern California must 
drive an average of 4 to 5 hours, some-
times as many as 8 hours, to get to a 
VA inpatient facility. Once the veteran 
is released from the hospital, he and 
his family must drive back and forth 
from home to the VA facility again for 
checkups. 

These hardships are having a detri-
mental effect on the care these vet-
erans receive. The Department of Vet-
erans Affairs own numbers show that 
the use of inpatient care in northern 

California has declined from 7,000 cases 
in fiscal year 1991 to 2,538 in fiscal year 
1995. That is a decrease of 64 percent. 
With the aging population of these vet-
erans, it is hard to believe that they do 
not need the health care that the Trav-
is VA Hospital would provide. 

The Clinton administration has seen 
the needs of these veterans and re-
sponded. The President’s fiscal year 
1997 budget request included $32.1 mil-
lion for phase II construction at the 
hospital. Phase II allocation funds util-
ity relocation, site development, and 
foundation and structural construc-
tion. The House of Representatives also 
acted to meet the needs of these vet-
erans by funding President Clinton’s 
request for phase II funds and by re-
programming the $25 million appro-
priated last year for an outpatient care 
facility so that they could also be used 
to build the hospital. 

As bad as the situation has been, 
these veterans have been exceedingly 
patient. At the groundbreaking cere-
mony on June 2, 1994, attended by Vice 
President GORE, we all were optimistic 
that northern California’s veterans 
would not have much longer to wait for 
quality health care. More than 2 years 
later, the plans are complete and the 
land is ready to begin construction of 
the replacement hospital. Instead, that 
land will remain empty, and nearly a 
half a million veterans will continue to 
be unserved. 

The area that the Travis VA Hospital 
would serve is one of the largest, most 
geographically dispersed, and highly 
populated veterans’ areas in the coun-
try. In fact, more veterans live in 
northern California than in 27 indi-
vidual States and the District of Co-
lumbia. 

I am very disappointed that the 
members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee deleted the funding the 
House included for the Travis VA Hos-
pital and turned their backs on nearly 
a half a million veterans by not con-
tinuing to fund the replacement VA 
hospital at Travis Air Force Base. 

It is a sad day when the men and 
women who have served our country 
without question—and who have the 
right to expect their Government to 
fulfill its promises—are now being told 
‘‘tough luck.’’ 

I appeal to my colleagues to honor 
the commitment we as a nation have 
made to our veterans when this bill is 
considered in conference. I pledge to 
continue my fight for northern Califor-
nia’s veterans and for full funding for 
the Travis VA Hospital. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues in expressing concern about 
language in the Appropriations Com-
mittee report on H.R. 3666, the VA, 
HUD, and independent agencies bill, 
which raises concerns about ‘‘HUD’s 
use of funds for * * * fair housing ac-
tivities aimed at property insurance 
practices.’’ The report concludes that 
HUD’s activities duplicate State regu-
lation of insurance and violate the 
McCarran-Ferguson Act by 

‘‘interfer[ing] with State regulation of 
insurance.’’ I disagree with this view of 
the nature and effect of HUD’s anti-
discrimination activities regarding 
property insurance. 

Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations have recognized that without 
non-discriminatory access to property 
insurance, many hard-working Ameri-
cans will be denied the opportunity to 
own a home. The Bush administra-
tion’s regulations implementing the 
1988 Fair Housing Act Amendments ex-
plicitly applied the act to discrimina-
tion in access to property insurance. 
This interpretation has been upheld by 
U.S. district and circuit courts which 
have ruled that HUD’s enforcement ac-
tivities in this area do not constitute a 
regulation of insurance and do not con-
flict with the McCarran-Ferguson Act 
because they do not ‘‘invalidate, im-
pair or supersede’’ any state laws regu-
lating the business of insurance. 

It is my expectation that nothing in 
H.R. 3666 or the accompanying report 
will be interpreted to diminish HUD’s 
enforcement authority under the Fair 
Housing Act with regard to discrimina-
tory property insurance practice. 

INSURANCE REDLINING LANGUAGE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 

heartened that, in the context of the 
VA–HUD appropriations bill, certain 
Republicans have not attempted to re-
peat the mistake of last year, when 
there was an ill-advised effort to insert 
a provision that would have prohibited 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development from enforcing the Fair 
Housing Act as it relates to property 
insurance. This provision, if enacted, 
would have prevented millions of 
Americans from pursuing the American 
dream of home ownership by prohib-
iting HUD from enforcing the Fair 
Housing Act as it relates to property 
insurance. 

This effort to roll back civil rights 
protections in the name of regulatory 
and insurance reform was defeated by a 
voice vote, under the leadership of Sen-
ators FEINGOLD, SIMON, MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, and MIKULSKI. Fortunately Re-
publicans did not attempt to include 
this provision in the 1997 VA-HUD ap-
propriations bill. However, there is lan-
guage in the committee report per-
taining to insurance redlining which 
incorrectly asserts that: First, HUD 
lacks the authority under the Fair 
Housing Act to investigate insurance 
redlining cases; and second, insurance 
redlining is not covered by the Fair 
Housing Act. 

These claims are simply wrong, Since 
passage of the Fair Housing Act 
amendments in 1988, courts have con-
sistently held that the Fair Housing 
Act prohibits racial discrimination in 
the provision of property insurance. 
Nationwide Mut. Insurance Co. v. 
Cisneros, 52 F.3d 1351 (6th Cir. 1995); 
United Farm Bureau Mut. v. Human Re-
lation Comm’n, 24 F.3d 1008 (7th Cir. 
1994); NAACP v. American Family Mut. 
Ins. Co., 978 F.2d 287 (7th Cir. 1992); 
Strange v. National Mutual Insurance 
Co., 867 F. Supp. 1209 (E.D. Pa. 1994). 
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These consistent court interpretations 
of the Fair Housing Act make perfect 
sense. If a person does not have access 
to homeowners insurance, buying a 
home would be impossible. As Judge 
Easterbrook, a conservative Seventh 
Circuit judge, observed in NAACP v. 
American Family Mutual Insurance Co., 
‘‘lenders require their borrowers to se-
cure property insurance. No insurance, 
no loan; no loan, no house; lack of in-
surance thus makes housing unavail-
able [within the meaning of the Fair 
Housing Act].’’ 978 F.2d at 297. Overall, 
the case law is clear that the Fair 
Housing Act covers property insurance 
discrimination. Any assertion to the 
contrary is simply incorrect. 

In the Committee Report, there is a 
claim that the McCarran-Ferguson Act 
prevents the enforcement of property 
insurance discrimination under the 
Fair Housing Act. This claim also ig-
nores the case law, in which courts 
have consistently stated that the Fair 
Housing Act is not preempted by 
McCarran-Ferguson. See American Fam-
ily, 978 F.2d at 293–97; Cisneros, 52 F.3d 
at 1363; United Farm Bureau, 24 F.3d at 
1016. Thus, it is incorrect to suggest 
that HUD’s assertion of authority in 
insurance redlining cases ‘‘con-
tradicts’’ the McCarran-Ferguson Act. 

The Fair Housing Act was intended 
to break down barriers of discrimina-
tion that unfairly prevented scores of 
Americans from securing decent and 
affordable housing. This discrimination 
comes in many forms. Insurance red-
lining is one such manifestation, and is 
a persistent problem throughout Amer-
ica. For example, in a recent case in 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, a $14.5 million 
settlement was reached on behalf of a 
class of hundreds of African-American 
homeowners. A manager at the insur-
ance company wrote to an agent who 
expressed a willingness to give insur-
ance to African-Americans: ‘‘Quit writ-
ing to all those Blacks’’ (emphasis in 
original). Eliminating such discrimina-
tion is an appropriate and vital func-
tion of HUD and the Department of 
Justice. America cannot be America 
unless we eliminate all vestiges of dis-
crimination, and I applaud Secretary 
Cisneros for his willingness to enforce 
laws banning insurance redlining. 
OPPOSITION TO RESTRICTIONS ON HUD FUNDING 

TO INVESTIGATE INSURANCE REDLINING 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to inclusion of language 
in the VA–HUD fiscal year 1997 Appro-
priations Committee Report barring 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development [HUD] from using Fair 
Housing Initiatives Program [FHIP] 
funds to enforce the Fair Housing Act 
against insurance redlining. The lan-
guage in this report is intended to deny 
the protection of a basic civil rights 
law to people subject to discrimination 
by a particular industry. Because in-
surance redlining is a reality in Amer-
ica, efforts to eliminate such discrimi-
nation should be aggressively under-
taken. Sadly, by attempting to strip 
HUD of its enforcement authority, this 
funding restriction will allow such dis-
crimination to flourish. 

In September 1995, language prohib-
iting HUD from investigating insur-
ance-related discrimination complaints 
was placed in the 1996 VA–HUD Appro-
priations bill. This language was re-
moved before a vote on the Senate 
floor due to opposition from a number 
of Senators. Now, the committee seeks 
to accomplish through the back door 
what the Senate refused to sanction 
last year. 

Mr. President, insurance redlining is 
a serious problem in this country. Re-
cently, the National Fair Housing Alli-
ance conducted a 3-year investigation— 
partially funded with $800,000 from a 
HUD grant awarded when Jack Kemp 
was HUD Secretary—using white and 
minority testers posing as middle-class 
homeowners seeking property insur-
ance coverage. The test covered nine 
major cities and targeted Allstate, 
State Farm, and Nationwide Insurance. 
The homes selected were of comparable 
value, size, age, style, construction, 
and were located in middle-class neigh-
borhoods. 

The investigation uncovered the fact 
that discrimination against African 
American and Latino neighborhoods 
occurred more than 50 percent of the 
time. Astoundingly, in Chicago, Latino 
testers ran into problems in more than 
95 percent of the attempts to obtain in-
surance; in Toledo, African Americans 
experienced discrimination by State 
Farm 85 percent of the time. While 
white testers encountered no problems 
obtaining insurance quotations and fa-
vorable rates, African American and 
Latino testers encountered the fol-
lowing problems: Failure by insurance 
agents to return repeated phone calls; 
Failure to provide quote information; 
Giving pre-conditions for providing 
quotes (inspection of property, credit 
rating checks); Failure to provide re-
placement cost coverage to homes of 
Blacks and Latinos; and Charging more 
money to Blacks and Latinos, while 
providing less coverage. 

Mr. President, the results of this in-
vestigation are profoundly disturbing. 
Insurance redlining directly affects the 
ability of African Americans, Asians 
and Hispanics to purchase a home, be-
cause the denial of insurance results in 
the denial of a mortgage loan, which in 
turn results in the inability to pur-
chase a home. Property insurance dis-
crimination is illegal under the Fair 
Housing Act. As this country moves to-
ward its stated ideal of a colorblind so-
ciety, the effort of the committee to 
strip HUD of its enforcement authority 
and remove a whole category of dis-
crimination—insurance redlining— 
from the reach of the law is not sup-
ported by judicial decisions or the lan-
guage of the Fair Housing Act. 

Mr. President, the report claims that 
HUD’s assertion of authority regarding 
property insurance contradicts the 
McCarran-Ferguson Act of 1945. How-
ever, Federal fair housing laws enforce 
civil rights protections which do not 
threaten or regulate the business of 
providing insurance. Thus, the report’s 
argument that enforcement of civil 
rights protections undermines State 

insurance regulation is inaccurate, and 
more importantly, elevates a business 
practice over the enforcement of funda-
mental civil rights. 

The report further claims that the 
Fair Housing Act does not directly 
mention homeowners insurance, and 
therefore does not apply to the provi-
sion of homeowners insurance. How-
ever, section 3604 of the Fair Housing 
Act makes it illegal to ‘‘discriminate 
against any person in the terms, condi-
tions, or privileges of sale or rental of 
a dwelling or in the provision of serv-
ices * * * in connection therewith. 
* * *’’ Based on the language of section 
3604, Federal courts have held that 
homeowners insurance discrimination 
is within the purview of the Fair Hous-
ing Act. Indeed, in February of this 
year, the Supreme Court refused to en-
tertain an appeal from a decision hold-
ing that the Fair Housing Act covers 
insurance. 

Mr. President, under Secretary 
Cisneros, HUD has been an active par-
ticipant in enforcing the Fair Housing 
Act and ensuring that property insur-
ance discrimination ceases. The insur-
ance industry has been fighting in 
court to restrict HUD’s authority to 
enforce insurance redlining. The indus-
try has not been successful in the judi-
cial arena in its efforts to stop HUD’s 
enforcement activities. Thus, the in-
dustry has now turned to Congress to 
restrain stepped-up Federal fair lend-
ing enforcement efforts. This effort 
failed last year, and there exists no 
legal justification for the committee to 
now restrict FHIP funds in the inves-
tigation of homeowners insurance red-
lining. 

It is this Senator’s view, and I be-
lieve that of many others, that this re-
port language does not and should not 
reflect the view of the Senate, and that 
HUD should not treat this language as 
having the force of law. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
let me begin by commending both the 
chairman, Senator BOND, and the rank-
ing minority member, Senator MIKUL-
SKI, and their staffs, for their hard 
work on this legislation. 

With the inadequate allocation given 
this subcommittee, they have had to 
make very hard choices between the 
competing needs for environmental 
protection, housing, veterans, science, 
and NASA, not to mention the many 
other agencies covered by this bill. It’s 
a very, very difficult job. 

Mr. President, as one with a strong 
interest in the environment, I am very 
pleased that the bill funds Superfund 
cleanup at the President’s level, and 
exceeds the President’s level for the 
State revolving loan funds, which are 
used to ensure that our water supply is 
clean. I also appreciate the chairman’s 
support of the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry, which 
studies the health threats posed by 
toxic waste sites and helps to prioritize 
Superfund cleanups. 
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I also am pleased that this year we 

will avoid the debate on anti-environ-
mental riders that have been pushed so 
hard in the past by many House Repub-
licans. 

Mr. President, although we have 
made great progress on EPA funding 
overall, I do remain concerned about 
the inadequate funding of research into 
sediment decontamination technology. 
This work is critical to finding afford-
able and environmentally benign ways 
of dredging many harbors that are con-
taminated with deadly toxics sedi-
ments. 

I also am concerned that we are con-
tinuing to add duties to EPA without 
the accompanying resources. This 
budget does not provide the needed 
funding to implement Congress’ de-
mands for more and better risk-benefit 
analysis, more assistance to small 
business, and more consideration of 
stakeholders in the regulatory process. 
It does not provide the needed infra-
structure to enhance EPA’s scientific 
abilities. It also does not provide ade-
quate funding to counter global warm-
ing, or for President Bush’s initiative 
to improve the water quality of Boston 
Harbor. 

The President’s budget provided $450 
million for these various programs, 
money that is not in this bill. As the 
process moves forward, I want to work 
with the President to add these funds 
for this important allocations. 

Mr. President, led by NEWT GINGRICH 
and extremist Members of the House, 
this Congress has seen a massive as-
sault on our environment. Last year, 
the House passed a bill to cut EPA by 
one-third. They have tried to tie the 
agency up in regulatory knots and red- 
tape. And they have invited polluters 
into the back rooms to weaken envi-
ronmental standards. 

Mr. President, President Clinton has 
stood up to these extremists, and our 
environment will be much cleaner as a 
result. 

However, the war over the environ-
ment is not over. Senator Dole is pro-
posing a budget scheme that calls for 
massive cuts in domestic programs. 
And that would mean deep reductions 
in environmental protection. Senator 
Dole also has pushed hard to under-
mine the ability of EPA and other 
agencies to protect public health and 
the environment. 

So, Mr. President, the real battle 
over the environment will be fought in 
this November’s elections. 

Mr. President, let me now move be-
yond the environment to discuss the 
provisions in this bill that provide 
funding for housing, and for our Na-
tion’s cities. 

Mr. President, I am disappointed that 
these programs have again been tar-
geted for disproportionate budget cuts. 
I represent a State with very severe 
housing needs, and several depressed 
urban areas. And it is of great concern 
to me that the Congress has not made 
these problems a higher priority. 

This bill funds HUD at $2 billion 
below the President’s budget request 

and cuts spending for vital programs 
such as homeless assistance, the eco-
nomic development initiative, and pub-
lic housing modernization. 

These cuts will adversely affect many 
of our Nation’s most economically vul-
nerable families. And that troubles me. 
Just as I know it troubles many of my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 

So, Mr. President, I am concerned 
about many of the cuts in this bill for 
housing and community development. 
But I realize that the chairman and the 
ranking minority member have been 
dealt a terrible deck, and they’ve done 
their best in a bad situation. During 
last year’s appropriations process, 
after Senate passage, additional funds 
were allocated for housing and environ-
mental programs. I will work with the 
administration to restore these funds 
so that we may better address the se-
vere housing needs of our Nation. 

I want to commend both Senator 
BOND and Senator MIKULSKI for pro-
tecting several other important pro-
grams from funding cuts, including the 
Drug Elimination Program, CDBG, and 
HOME, each of which will continue to 
operate at current funding levels. 

Finally, I would like to thank the 
chairman for his generous funding of 
the low-income housing preservation 
program. This program will help to 
maintain the stock of affordable hous-
ing and potentially protect thousands 
of families from losing their homes. 

So, Mr. President, as a member of the 
VA/HUD and Independent Agencies 
Subcommittee, I will vote for this bill. 
It is not perfect legislation. But it is a 
significant improvement over some of 
the related legislation we’ve seen in 
the recent past. 

THE NEIGHBORHOOD NETWORKS PROGRAM 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

would like to commend the distin-
guished chairman, Senator BOND, and 
the distinguished ranking member of 
the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI, for their guidance and 
cooperative efforts in bringing this 
bill, H.R. 3666, to the floor. 

Mr. President, I rise today to bring 
attention to a program that is pro-
viding an indispensable service to 
Americans living in our Nation’s trou-
bled urban areas, in public and assisted 
housing. As HUD has worked to in-
crease housing and home ownership op-
portunities for our citizens, it has be-
come increasingly clear that an impor-
tant aspect of insuring adequate hous-
ing is insuring that people have the 
skills and employment opportunities 
that will allow them to contribute suf-
ficiently to their own rents and mort-
gages. Insuring that our people have 
such skills and opportunities is not 
only a means of improving the lives of 
these citizens but also helping them de-
velop and maintain their neighbor-
hoods and communities. 

Mr. BOND. I would agree with my 
colleague. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The University of 
New Orleans has developed an entrepre-

neurship program designed not only to 
assist in the development of skills, but 
also to assist in the creating of indi-
vidual, family, and small businesses in 
our inner cities. The two things go 
hand in hand—providing training and 
skills development and then seeing 
that there is a job in which the train-
ing skills can be used. UNO has held 
discussions on this program with HUD 
and I believe that it is the type of ac-
tivity which HUD should be sup-
porting. Consequently, I would hope 
that we could urge HUD to pursue this 
effort with UNO whether it be through 
the Neighborhood Networks Program 
or some other means. 

Mr. BOND. I strongly support finding 
ways to encourage people to find means 
of self-support with a goal towards 
bettering their lives. This seems to me 
an excellent way to move people away 
from a state of dependence into one of 
independence and self-sufficiency. I 
agree with the Senator from Louisiana 
that HUD should be supportive of such 
programs. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I agree with my col-
leagues. These efforts are important as 
we expect a future of declining alloca-
tions. We must find ways to meet the 
needs of Federal programs in a bal-
anced way. Particular attention should 
be paid to effective programs that give 
taxpayers the most bang for their hard 
earned buck. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank my col-
leagues. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I must 
note that our first priority for HUD is 
demand that it more adequately ad-
dress its principal responsibilities over 
loan and grant programs for housing 
and community development. We have 
worked to drastically cut back on the 
thicket of programs that it amassed 
over the years, some 240 individual ac-
tivities. Though terminations and by 
consolidating related activities in 
more flexible, broadly-based grant pro-
grams we are reducing burdensome pa-
perwork requirements both for HUD 
and for the local administering agency. 
Furthermore, by granting flexibility, 
we hope to enable local units of govern-
ment to better tailor programs to meet 
their specific local needs and priorities. 
With this orientation,we must be re-
strained in our appetite for endorsing 
new programs or initiatives or risk 
turning back the clock on our reforms 
by creating a whole new set of categor-
ical programs and requirements. 

MONTREAL PROTOCOL FACILITATION FUND 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the EPA 

portion of this bill includes $12 million 
for Agency contributions to the Mon-
treal Protocol facilitation fund. This 
funding level is the same as that ap-
proved by the Congress last year, but $7 
million lower than the administra-
tion’s request of $19 million. 

It is my understanding that the 
House of Representatives approved the 
full fiscal year 1997 administration re-
quest of $19 million for EPA’s contribu-
tion to this fund. This funding is in-
cluded in the EPA environmental pro-
grams and management account. If I 
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might, Mr. President, I would like to 
provide some historical perspective on 
the Montreal Protocol facilitation 
fund. 

The fund was created in 1990 through 
the London Amendments to the Mon-
treal Protocol on Substances that De-
plete the Ozone Layer. It was created 
to assist developing countries in their 
efforts to phase out ozone depleting 
substances. The United States agreed 
to participate in the fund after the 
Senate, on December 18, 1991, voted to 
approve ratification of the London 
Amendments. It is important to re-
member that the Montreal Protocol 
and the facilitation fund were success-
fully negotiated by the administrations 
of Ronald Reagan and George Bush, re-
spectively. 

The Montreal Protocol facilitation 
fund was established with the clear un-
derstanding that the problem of ozone 
depletion was global in nature. That 
understanding, and the agreement 
which ensued, was that the developed 
countries would provide technical and 
financial assistance to developing 
countries who agree to strict ozone de-
pleting substance use reductions. 

This is a pact, Mr. President, that 
the United States freely committed 
itself to. A pact which has enjoyed tre-
mendous success with respect to reduc-
ing the use of these chemicals around 
the world; with respect to the pro-
motion of American goods and services 
around the world; and with respect to 
the development of a global effort to 
solve a complicated environmental 
problem. Contributions to this multi-
lateral fund, from nations like Japan, 
Germany, the United Kingdom, and 
Canada, have been made at a higher 
rate, 85 percent, than any other United 
Nations trust fund. 

How large is the facilitation fund? 
How much does the United States con-
tribute? The total size of the fund has 
been set at $510 million with the U.S. 
share capped at 25 percent of the total, 
which is the U.N. standard. The current 
U.S. contribution is set at $38 million 
per year. 

The problem, Mr. President, is that 
we have not met our obligations to the 
fund. At the conclusion of calendar 
year 1996, the United States will be ap-
proximately $27 million in arrears. 
Even if the full administration request 
for EPA and State Department con-
tributions were to be provided for fiscal 
year 1997, the United States would still 
find itself behind in 1997 by approxi-
mately $18 million. 

If the $12 million level recommended 
by the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee is approved by the Senate and 
ultimately prevails in conference with 
the House, the United States would 
find itself $25 million in arrears. This 
estimate assumes that the full State 
Department allotment of $27.5 million 
will be provided in fiscal year 1997. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to 
fall further and further behind on this 
commitment. Failure by the United 
States to maintain this pact in the 

agreed-upon fashion would not only 
harm the progress made in this area, 
but would undoubtedly make negotia-
tion of future international environ-
mental agreements much more dif-
ficult. As such, I would request of my 
friend from Missouri, who will be lead-
ing negotiations with the House on this 
matter, that he work toward con-
ference adoption of the House-passed 
funding level of $19 million for the 
Montreal Protocol facilitation fund. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the remarks made by my col-
league from Rhode Island. While I can-
not guarantee the results on this or 
any other matter in a conference with 
the House, I will make sure that all 
conferees are aware of the Senator’s 
strong interest in this vitally impor-
tant program. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri and appreciate all of his 
good work on this bill. Mr. President, 
before I yield, I would like to conclude 
with a statement made by President 
Reagan on April 5, 1988, concerning the 
Montreal Protocol: 

The Montreal Protocol is a model of co-
operation. It is a product of the recognition 
and international consensus that ozone de-
pletion is a global problem, both in terms of 
its causes and effects. The Protocol is the re-
sult of an extraordinary process of scientific 
study, negotiations among representatives of 
the business and environmental commu-
nities, and international diplomacy. It is a 
monumental achievement. 

Indeed it is. With that, Mr. Presi-
dent, I again thank the Senator from 
Missouri and yield the floor. 

EPA RESEARCH 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, in 1994, 

the EPA awarded the University of 
Rhode Island’s Marine Ecosystem Re-
search Laboratory a $1.4 million grant 
to examine the degree to which coastal 
marine areas of the United States are 
degraded by elevated concentrations of 
waterborne nitrogen. Why should this 
matter be studied? Why do we care if 
elevated concentrations of nitrogen 
exist in estuaries and bays? Let me 
provide just a few reasons. 

Nitrogen concentrations stimulate 
the growth of marine plants such as 
phytoplankton and seaweed. Excessive 
growth of these plants often shade out 
and thus kill off natural sea grasses 
that form fish habitat, as in Chesa-
peake Bay. In some instances these 
plants sink to the bottom and decom-
pose, thus consuming all oxygen and 
leading to widespread fish kills, as in 
Long Island Sound, Mobile Bay, and 
elsewhere. 

Elevated nitrogen levels are also be-
lieved to be responsible for altering the 
species composition and biodiversity of 
indigenous plants, thus dramatically 
altering marine food chains. Some sus-
pect links between nitrogen enrich-
ment and toxic algal blooms and fish 
disease. The project undertaken in 1994 
at the University of Rhode Island is de-
signed to help scientists and policy-
makers better understand how coastal 
marine systems respond to nitrogen en-
richment. 

Regrettably, only two-thirds of the 
agreed upon project has been com-
pleted. Under the 1994 grant agreement, 
the University of Rhode Island was to 
receive $1.4 million over fiscal years 
1994 through 1996. According to EPA, 
insufficient fiscal year 1996 resources 
prevent the Agency from fulfilling the 
third and final year’s commitment of 
$474,000. 

Mr. President, it is my belief that 
this important research effort warrants 
the very modest resources committed 
to it just 2 years ago. I might note that 
two papers submitted by the university 
as a result of this project have been 
published recently in peer-reviewed sci-
entific journals. 

Thus, it is my hope that the EPA Ad-
ministrator and her Assistant Adminis-
trator for Research and Development 
will give every consideration to pro-
viding the final year of funding for this 
effort in fiscal year 1997. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator from 
Rhode Island for his interest in EPA 
research programs. While I am not fa-
miliar with the merits of this par-
ticular project, it seems only fair to me 
that EPA should look closely at ful-
filling previously initiated grant 
awards before beginning new ones. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank my friend from 
Missouri. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak about the HUD ap-
propriation levels for fiscal year 1997 
and to raise concerns about some of 
HUD’s programs that have been going 
forward unabated for decades. 

HUD has failed. It has too many pro-
grams with hundreds of billions of dol-
lars of long-term financial commit-
ments. There are widespread weak-
nesses. It has the worst reputation of 
all the large Government agencies. 

Over the past 3 years, all kinds of 
proposals for reinventing HUD have 
been suggested. Proposals have come 
from Secretary Cisneros, the White 
House, and the Congress. HUD’s pro-
posal to change its delivery of housing 
programs was named ‘‘Reinvention 
Blueprint.’’ 

This proposal is not really a reinven-
tion of HUD. It is just a few changes to 
the same idea. Solving problems was 
supposed to be HUD’s mission. When 
considering whether we should re-
invent HUD or end it, each of us has to 
ask ourselves these questions: 

Are our inner cities better off than 
they were 30 years ago? 

Is the state of public housing better 
off than it was 30 years ago? 

The answers to these questions is 
no—absolutely no. In fact, our cities 
are more decayed and more dangerous 
today than ever. 

HUD’s housing policy denotes the 
1930’s belief that public housing will 
solve the problems of the poor—that 
tearing down the slums and building 
public housing to replace them would 
eliminate breeding grounds for crime 
and disease. 

HUD thinks that the housing it built 
is now ill-designed and not well con-
structed. HUD wants to believe that if 
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we tear down those unsightly highrise 
buildings and build more aesthetically 
pleasing townhouses that the state of 
the poor will change. 

HUD wants to believe that bricks and 
mortar are to blame. But we know that 
is not true. We cannot blame the state 
of public housing on bricks and mortar. 

That is why I believe this adminis-
tration’s housing policy is flawed. 
Housing is first and foremost a local 
issue. Reinvention Blueprint recognizes 
some major flaws with HUD, but it 
falls short of what is really needed to 
reform housing. 

As former HUD Secretary Jack Kemp 
said, ‘‘The American people do not 
want to reinvent government, they 
want to reduce the role of Govern-
ment.’’ 

HUD is a massive bureaucracy with 
over 11,000 bureaucrats. It has over 240 
housing programs—so many that the 
Secretary of HUD himself did not even 
know he had that many. 

HUD has over $192 billion in unused 
budget authority. This spending is in-
creasing so rapidly that by the year 
2000, housing assistance will be the 
largest discretionary spending function 
in our Government. 

Can Secretary Cisneros reinvent 
HUD? No. That is why I introduced leg-
islation to abolish HUD. 

States should be given maximum 
flexibility to develop their own housing 
policies. With States in control, ten-
ants will be offered home ownership op-
portunities consistent with what Sec-
retary Jack Kemp developed during the 
Bush administration. 

We have made strides in changing 
our housing policy with reforms made 
in the public housing bills currently in 
conference. But we need to go further. 
We need to abolish HUD. 

My colleagues, when you cast your 
vote for this bill and you look at the 
funding levels for HUD, ask yourselves 
why we continue to fund programs that 
have failed. HUD is not truly going to 
reinvent itself. When you look at the 
administration’s policy behind its 
funding requests you too will see that 
we can’t afford not to abolish HUD. 

SWEETWATER BRANCH PROJECT 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 

today with my colleague from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, to make the Senate— 
and particularly the chairman of the 
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies 
Subcommittee—aware of the Sweet-
water Branch project. This project is 
most important to the citizens of Flor-
ida and I believe it merits attention by 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, the Sweetwater Basin 
begins north of Gainesville, FL, runs 
through the city and discharges into 
Paynes Prairie—a critical natural re-
source area owned by the State of Flor-
ida and home to many important spe-
cies of plants and animals. This water 
ultimately makes its way through the 
Alachua Sink—a large sinkhole in the 
area—into the Floridan aquifer. The 
aquifer is a primary source of drinking 
water for Florida’s citizens and its 
health is critical to our quality of life. 

The city has brought together the 
State, Alachua County, and other in-
terested parties in an effort to ensure 
that these discharges into the Prairie 
and the aquifer are not contaminated 
with agricultural and urban runoff. 
The city is to be commended for its 
diligence in working toward a solution. 
The project of cleaning up this water, 
however, is beyond the scope—both 
geographically and financially—of the 
city of Gainesville. While it has pre-
pared to plan that would mitigate this 
problem at a relatively low cost, the 
city needs help on the funding and im-
plementation. 

Thus, it is important—in my view— 
that this project be made eligible for 
Federal assistance. I am hopeful the 
chairman of the subcommittee will 
work with us on securing the necessary 
funding to assist the city of Gainesville 
in this most important effort. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would 
join Senator MACK in commending the 
city of Gainesville for its diligence in 
funding a solution to this complex 
problem. The project should be consid-
ered for Federal funding because of the 
complexity of the problem, the dif-
ficult web of jurisdictions, and the 
large potential impact to the State’s 
primary drinking water supply. 

I would simply add, Mr. President, 
that the city of Gainesville has a his-
tory of using local resources to solve 
local problems. In this case the city 
has already financed the development 
of this plan and would be further com-
mitted to a financial partnership on 
the solution. I believe such an arrange-
ment is critical to the success of the 
plan and, again, I commend the city of 
Gainesville for its strong commitment 
to this most important project. I ex-
press my strong support for the efforts 
of the city of Gainesville and look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on 
the subcommittee to secure the nec-
essary funding in the fiscal year 1997 
legislation. 

RESTRUCTURING THE FHA-INSURED AND 
ASSISTED MULTIFAMILY MORTGAGE PORTFOLIO 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend Senator BOND for 
his interest in moving forward the 
process for restructuring the FHA-in-
sured and assisted multifamily mort-
gage portfolio. 

I know that the Senator believes his 
amendment is not a substitute for a 
permanent debt restructuring proposal. 
I want to make it clear that the au-
thorizing committee fully intends to 
move forward with portfolio restruc-
turing legislation that can be enacted 
before the end of this Congress. 

Immediately before the recess, I in-
troduced S. 2042, the Multifamily As-
sisted Housing Reform and Afford-
ability Act of 1996. This comprehensive 
multifamily mortgage portfolio re-
structuring proposal; will deal with ex-
piring contracts on units with rents 
that exceed fair market rents by reduc-
ing those rents to market levels and 
providing a process for restructuring 
the underlying FHA mortgages. I am 

pleased that Senator BOND has cospon-
sored this legislation. 

The Housing Subcommittee of the 
Banking Committee has long been con-
cerned that flaws in the HUD multi-
family insurance and rental assistance 
programs have allowed owners to re-
ceive more federal dollars in rental as-
sistance than necessary to maintain 
properties as decent and affordable 
housing. Such a policy is not fair to 
the American taxpayer, and it cannot 
be sustained in the current budget en-
vironment. 

Without changes in current policies, 
the cost of renewing expiring project- 
based section 8 contracts will grow 
from $1.2 billion in fiscal year 1997 to 
almost $4 billion in fiscal year 2000 and 
$8 billion 10 years from now. However, 
if these contracts are not renewed, 
residents and communities will be ad-
versely affected and most of the FHA- 
insured mortgages—with an unpaid 
balance of $18 billion—will default and 
result in claims on the FHA insurance 
fund. 

This proposal would establish an or-
derly and well-understood mechanism 
for reducing section 8 rents and re-
structuring mortgage debt with or 
without FHA mortgage insurance. It 
would utilize capable public entities, 
like State housing finance agencies, to 
restructure the portfolio; require input 
from residents and communities; and 
treat good owners and managers of 
multifamily properties fairly. 

I believe our bill will have broad- 
based support that reflects the inter-
ests of all of the stakeholders in the 
process, and we intend to move it for-
ward. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator BOND to develop a sound long term 
strategy for section 8 contract renew-
als. 

BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 366 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of H.R. 3666, the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development and inde-
pendent agencies appropriations bill 
for 1997. 

This bill provides new budget author-
ity of $84.3 billion and new outlays of 
$49.7 billion to finance the programs of 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
NASA, and other independent agencies. 

I congratulate the chairman and 
ranking member for producing a bill 
that, with adoption of the manager’s 
amendment, is within the subcommit-
tee’s 602(b) allocation. This is a one of 
the most difficult bills to manage with 
its varied programs and challenging al-
location, but I think the bill meets 
most of the demands made of it while 
staying under budget and is a strong 
candidate for enactment, so I commend 
my friend the chairman for his efforts 
and leadership. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other adjustments are 
taken into account, the bill totals $84.3 
billion in budget authority and $98.7 
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billion in outlays. As reported, the 
total bill is over the Senate sub-
committee’s 602(b) nondefense alloca-
tion for budget authority by $4 million 
and under its allocation for outlays by 
$6 million. The subcommittee is also 
under its defense allocation by $4 mil-
lion in budget authority and outlays. 

I ask Members of the Senate to re-
frain from offering amendments which 
would cause the subcommittee to ex-
ceed its budget allocation and urge the 
speedy adoption of this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of the bill be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

VA–HUD SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE- 
REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 1997, dollars in millions] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays 

Defense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year budget authority 

and other actions completed .............. -- 61 
H.R. 3666, as reported to the Senate ..... 125 64 
Scorekeeping adjustment ......................... -- -- 

Subtotal defense discretionary ............ 125 125 

Nondefense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year budget authority 

and other actions completed .............. 365 47,431 
H.R. 3666, as reported to the Senate ..... 63,964 31,611 
Scorekeeping adjustment ......................... -- -- 

Subtotal nondefense discretionary ...... 64,329 79,042 

Mandatory: 
Outlays from prior-year budget authority 

and other actions completed .............. -- 1,153 
H.R. 3666, as reported to the Senate ..... 20,260 18,013 
Adjustment to conform mandatory pro-

grams with budget resolution as-
sumptions ............................................ ¥406 381 

Subtotal mandatory ............................. 19,854 19,547 

Adjusted bill total ............................... 84,308 98,714 

Senate subcommittee 602(b) allocation: 
Defense discretionary ............................... 129 129 
Nondefense discretionary ......................... 64,325 79,048 
Violent crime reduction trust fund .......... -- -- 
Mandatory ................................................ 19,854 19,547 

Total allocation .................................... 84,308 98,724 

Adjusted bill total compared to Senate sub-
committee 602(b) allocation: 

Defense discretionary ............................... ¥4 ¥4 
Nondefense discretionary ......................... 4 ¥6 
Violent crime reduction trust fund .......... -- -- 
Mandatory ................................................ -- -- 

Total allocation .................................... -- ¥10 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 

NSF SUPERCOMPUTER 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, more than 

a month after the Committee on Ap-
propriations reported the pending fis-
cal year 1997 VA–HUD appropriations 
bill, the Department of Commerce an-
nounced that it would undertake an in-
vestigation of the alleged below-mar-
ket bid made by a Japanese vendor in 
a pending supercomputer procurement 
of the National Center for Atmospheric 
Research [NCAR]. This investigation is 
in accordance with the anti-dumping 
procedures specified in law. Subsequent 
to this announcement, on August 20, 
the National Science Foundation, 
which provides the bulk of Federal op-
erating support for NCAR requested 
that the pending procurement be put 
on hold and await the resolution of the 
dumping issue. 

I have been asked if these actions ne-
gate or otherwise change the Commit-
tee’s position with respect to the dele-
tion of section 421 of the House-passed 
bill. That provision was intended to 
block the NCAR procurement by pro-
hibiting the use of funds to pay the sal-
aries of personnel who approve a con-
tract for a supercomputer which is 
found to be in violation of the anti- 
dumping provisions of law. 

The answer is no. The House provi-
sion inappropriately attempted to im-
pose a penalty for alleged dumping, 
separate and apart from that provided 
for in law. Current law specifies a 
clearly defined process for the Depart-
ment of Commerce to investigate and 
determine if unfair prices are being of-
fered by a foreign vendor. Further-
more, upon the determination that 
dumping has occurred, redress is pro-
vided through the imposition of com-
pensating duties. The House proposal 
would require the National Science 
Foundation to determine whether 
dumping has occurred, an agency that 
does not have the expertise nor the au-
thority to make such a finding. If this 
provision were to be enacted the Foun-
dation would have to prejudge the out-
come of the Commerce Department in-
vestigation. Unfortunately, by pre-
venting any contract from being ap-
proved, NSF may lead to the adverse 
consequences that we are seeking to 
avoid. 

The decision of the Foundation to re-
quest a delay in the procurement pend-
ing competition of the anti-dumping 
investigation process now underway by 
the Commerce Department may jeop-
ardize the pending procurement, and 
will certainly delay the needed acquisi-
tion of state-of-the-art supercomputing 
technology. Such potential con-
sequences are very disturbing, espe-
cially since the NSF is under no obliga-
tion to delay these contractual nego-
tiations. Indeed, the anti-dumping pro-
visions remedies are premised on impo-
sition of special duties, not on a rescis-
sion of any sales or a prohibition on 
any sale. 

If the action of the Foundation were 
to terminate the pending procurement, 
it would have the effect of nullifying 
the established process of investigating 
and determining whether dumping has 
occurred, a responsibility of the Com-
merce Department, not the National 
Science Foundation. 

Mr. President, the chairman and the 
ranking minority Member of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee, Senators ROTH 
and MOYNIHAN, wrote a letter objecting 
to the House provision, and urging that 
the normal process be followed. In ad-
dition, the Senator from Maine, Sen-
ator COHEN, also wrote on behalf of the 
Government Affairs Committee ex-
pressing his concern over the implica-
tions that the House provision would 
have on procurement procedures of the 
Government, under the jurisdiction of 
that committee. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 

Washington, DC, July 25, 1996. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and 

Independent Agencies, Committee on Appro-
priations, U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR KIT: We are writing to express our 
concerns about a provision in the House 
version of the VA–HUD appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1997 (H.R. 3666), which may 
also be offered as an amendment to the Sen-
ate version of the bill. This provision (sec-
tion 421) would prohibit the use of appro-
priated funds to pay the salaries of National 
Science Foundation (NSF) employees who 
authorize the acquisition of any supercom-
puter, which the Department of Commerce 
determines was sold at a dumped price. 

In our opinion, it is inappropriate to in-
clude this provision on an appropriations 
bill. The provision involves the administra-
tion of the antidumping law, which falls 
squarely under the jurisdiction of the Senate 
Committee on Finance. Because the provi-
sion could result in a violation of United 
States’ obligations under the antidumping 
rules of the World Trade Organization 
(WTO), the Committee on Finance should 
have an opportunity to examine the poten-
tial consequences should the provision be en-
acted into law. 

Moreover, in making its procurement deci-
sion, the NSF must take into account all rel-
evant factors, including the possibility of 
dumping. However, the U.S. antidumping law 
provides a remedy if the NSF’s procurement 
results in the U.S. industry having to com-
pete with dumped imports. Then the appro-
priate action is for the U.S. industry to file 
an antidumping petition with the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission or for the De-
partment of Commerce to self initiate an 
antidumping investigation. 

In light of these considerations, we urge 
you to do what you can to resist any attempt 
to add this or any similar provision to the 
Senate bill and to ensure that the provision 
is not included in the bill when the legisla-
tion moves to conference. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR., 

Chairman. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, July 9, 1996. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on VA-HUD Appro-

priations, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Attached is a copy of 
a provision contained in H.R. 3666, which the 
House recently passed to provide appropria-
tions for VA-HUD and Independent Agencies. 

This bill contains funding for National 
Science Foundation (NSF) programs. Section 
421 is aimed at preventing the planned lease 
of a supercomputer by the University Cor-
poration for Atmospheric Research (UCAR), 
which must obtain NSF approval before en-
tering into a contract to acquire the super-
computing capacity selected by UCAR tech-
nical experts under a competitive procure-
ment process. 

When the House of Representatives consid-
ered H.R. 3666, there was serious disagree-
ment among several Members as to whether 
the language of Section 421 was a violation 
of the government procurement code. Rep-
resentative Kolbe and Representative Camp-
bell presented strong arguments that the 
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procurement code would indeed be violated 
by this provision, if it is enacted into law. 
Representative Crane, Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Trade, presented arguments 
that the provision could also be a violation 
of antidumping and trade laws (please see at-
tached copy of his letter). 

As the Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Oversight of Government Management and 
the District of Columbia, I wanted to inform 
you of my concern that this particular provi-
sion has not been discussed in appropriate 
hearings before the Senate and that it’s im-
pact has not received any consideration by 
the Committee on Government Affairs which 
has jurisdiction over the issue of government 
procurement. 

In your role as the Chairman of the Sub-
committee providing funding for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, I hope you will 
agree the language of Section 421 or any lan-
guage which is intended to interrupt the or-
derly operation of the formal procurement 
process could set a dangerous precedent. Be-
cause of the intense concern expressed by the 
House Members during their debate and be-
cause the Senate committee of jurisdiction 
has not yet discussed this serious issue, I ask 
that you take whatever action is necessary 
to prevent the inclusion of any language in 
the VA-HUD appropriations bill which, in ef-
fect, could create a legislated change in the 
manner in which the procurement code is ap-
plied. Any impact on the procurement proc-
ess caused by congressional legislative ac-
tion should receive the full review and con-
sideration by the committee of jurisdiction. 

Your consideration of this request will be 
sincerely appreciated. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

William S. Cohen, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Oversight of Government Management 
and the District of Columbia. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 

Washington, DC, June 12, 1996. 
Hon. BOB LIVINGSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, House 

of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR BOB: I am writing in reference to pro-

vision 421 included in the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) appropriations legislation 
as reported out by subcommittee that would 
provide that no funding may be used to pay 
the salaries of any NSF employee who ap-
proves a contract for supercomputing equip-
ment after a preliminary or final determina-
tion of dumping by the Commerce Depart-
ment (language attached). This amendment 
is aimed at the proposed procurement of an 
NEC supercomputer by an NSF grantee. In a 
May 20, 1996 letter, the Commerce Depart-
ment opined, without conducting a formal 
investigation, that the lease in question may 
constitute dumping. 

I am greatly concerned that the effect of 
this amendment would be to force NSF to 
turn down the NEC supercomputer even 
though neither the Department of Commerce 
nor the International Trade Commission 
have made any formal findings of dumping 
and injury and, in fact, have not initiated 
any formal investigations, as required in 
order to impose antidumping duties. 

Clearly, we must enforce our antidumping 
laws to prevent unfair trading. However, this 
amendment would improperly use the appro-
priations process to chill what could be a le-
gitimate, procurement that does not involve 
dumping. I believe that whether the NEC 
lease is an appropriate procurement and 
whether the lease is in fact being made at a 
dumped price should be determined on the 
merits of the case. It is impossible for Con-
gress to determine now whether the procure-

ment in question violates the antidumping 
statute. That is a matter for the Commerce 
Department and the International Trade 
Commission to determine, using statutorily 
mandated procedures. Only when they have 
made this determination can we begin to 
consider the effects on the procurement. 

The amendment, however, forces Congress 
to prejudge this decision. Indeed, I am con-
cerned that such an amendment could vio-
late our obligations under Article 18(1) of the 
WTO Antidumping Agreement, which states 
that no specific action against dumping of 
exports from another party may be taken ex-
cept in accordance with the Agreement and 
does not authorize punitive measures such as 
disqualification from government procure-
ment. In addition, I am concerned that the 
amendment could violate Article III of the 
Government Procurement Agreement, which 
provides that each party shall provide na-
tional treatment to suppliers of other par-
ties. Accordingly, I strongly urge you to re-
move the amendment from the legislation 
when the bill is considered by your Com-
mittee. 

I look forward to working with you on this 
matter. 

With best personal regards, 
PHILIP M. CRANE, 

Chairman. 

PROVISION 421 
SEC. 421. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to pay the salaries of personnel who ap-
prove a contract for the purchase, lease, or 
acquisition in any manner of supercom-
puting equipment or services after a prelimi-
nary determination, as defined in 19 U.S.C. 
1673b, or final determination, as defined in 19 
U.S.C. 1673d, by the Department of Com-
merce that an organization providing such 
supercomputing equipment or services has 
offered such product at other than fair value. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the rea-
sons I have outlined, both pro-
grammatic, as well as jurisdictional, it 
is my intent to sustain the Senate’s de-
letion of the House provision in con-
ference. And for the same reasons, I 
urge the National Science Foundation 
to reconsider its delay in this procure-
ment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, last year 

Republicans waged a covert war 
against the environment when they at-
tempted to drastically cut EPA’s budg-
et in order to cripple the EPA’s ability 
to set and enforce environmental 
standards. The cuts that eventually 
passed were not as drastic, but they 
have meant that an already stretched 
EPA has had to curtail important work 
that ensures the health and safety of 
all Americans. 

I am relieved to see that, this year, 
there is no new attempt by Repub-
licans to further cut EPA’s enforce-
ment budget. A poorly funded EPA will 
mean more water pollution, more smog 
in our cities and countryside, more 
toxic waste problems. For this reason I 
will continue to fight for a strong, effi-
cient, and well funded Environmental 
Protection Agency. It is in the best in-
terest of the health and safety of our 
citizens. 

I am also pleased that the fiscal year 
1997 appropriations bill for the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency does not 

include any of the contentious 
antienvironmental legislative riders 
that were attempted last year. 

There are several issues included in 
this bill of great importance to Cali-
fornia that I would like to highlight: 

South Tahoe export pipeline replace-
ment project: 

Although my request for funds for 
this project was not included in the 
bill, I want to thank Senator BOND and 
Senator MIKULSKI for their interest in 
the project and ask them to keep Lake 
Tahoe in mind in conference to see if 
some help for Lake Tahoe can be pro-
vided. 

Help for Lake Tahoe is so urgent that 
the project was authorized in the Safe 
Drinking Water Act as a special project 
to be considered by the Administrator 
of EPA if there are sufficient funds. 

The South Tahoe Public Utility Dis-
trict needs urgent help in replacing its 
export pipeline system which protects 
and preserves the water quality in 
Lake Tahoe. The export pipeline trans-
ports reclaimed water from the waste-
water treatment plant in South Tahoe 
out of the Lake Tahoe basin to a near-
by reservoir where the reclaimed water 
is stored and later used for irrigation 
and other purposes. 

The existing pipeline is reaching the 
end of its useful life and must be re-
placed quickly if we are to avoid the 
possibility of a catastrophic spill re-
sulting in serious environmental harm 
to Lake Tahoe. Several serious leaks 
have already occurred over the last 2 
years, and the risk of a rupture in-
creases the longer it takes to complete 
the replacement project. 

The local community has raised $10 
million toward replacement of the 
pipeline, but a total of $30 million will 
be needed. The local community is al-
ready paying sewer rates substantially 
higher than the average in California, 
$10 million in Federal assistance is 
needed if the pipeline is to be replaced 
in a timely manner. While the local 
community might be able to pay for 
the pipeline replacement over the long 
term by enduring high utility rates, it 
will not get the job done as quickly as 
it could be done with Federal assist-
ance. Such Federal assistance would 
enable the South Tahoe Public Utility 
District to complete the project in a 
more expeditious manner, reducing the 
chances of a large leak with serious en-
vironmental consequences for the lake. 

Southwest center for environmental 
research and policy center. 

I am pleased that the bill includes an 
additional $2.5 million for the South-
west Center for Environmental Re-
search and Policy. 

SCERP is a consortium of American 
and Mexican universities that works to 
address environmental problems along 
the United States-Mexican border in-
cluding but not limited to air quality, 
water quality, and hazardous mate-
rials. SCERP’s members include San 
Diego State University, New Mexico 
State University, University of Utah, 
University of Texas-El Paso, and Ari-
zona State University. SCERP had its 
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origins in the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990, which authorized the es-
tablishment of an entity to research 
air and water quality and other envi-
ronmental problems in the border re-
gion. SCERP has been funded through 
congressional appropriations for the 
last 5 years in fulfillment of the Clean 
Air Act mandate. 

United States-Mexico border cleanup: 
New River cleanup. 

I strongly support the $100,000 mil-
lion appropriation, the same as the 
budget request, for architecture, engi-
neering, design, and construction-re-
lated activities for high priority water 
and wastewater facilities in commu-
nities near the United States-Mexico 
border. 

A top priority border cleanup project 
is the cleanup of the New River, which 
flows from Mexico to Imperial County, 
CA, and is one of the most polluted riv-
ers in the world. 

New River cleanup is essential to en-
suring the environmental health of the 
southern California border region. The 
cleanup project consists of two stages. 
Stage one, currently underway, con-
sists of a series of quick fix repair jobs 
on the Mexicali, Mexico, sewer system 
aimed at significantly reducing the 
flow of raw sewage into the New River. 
Stage two will consist of planning, de-
sign, and construction of a wastewater 
treatment plant and allied systems. 

I recently wrote to Carol Browner, 
Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency asking the EPA to 
reaffirm its commitment to meeting 
the obligation of the United States to 
contribute 55 percent of the cleanup 
costs of the New River in Imperial 
County, CA. The EPA responded on 
July 26, 1996, confirming its commit-
ment to meeting its 55-percent share of 
the cleanup costs for the New River. I 
ask unanimous consent that the EPA 
letter appear in the RECORD imme-
diately after my statement. 

Rice growers in California’s Sac-
ramento River valley. 

In closing I strongly urge the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to con-
tinue working closely with California 
rice growers to help them achieve cer-
tainty regarding the regulation of agri-
cultural waters under the Clean Water 
Act. Rice growers need clarity and cer-
tainty regarding how water quality 
standards apply to waters associated 
with rice production in the Sacramento 
River Valley. I am hopeful that we will 
be able to reach a solution that all 
sides are comfortable with in the very 
near future. 

LOW-INCOME HOUSING PRESERVATION 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-

dent, I would like to thank the chair-
man and ranking member of the VA, 
HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee, on behalf of myself and the 
other sponsors of the preservation 
amendment, for including an increase 
in preservation funding in the man-
ager’s amendment to the appropria-
tions bill. Senator BOND and Senator 
MIKULSKI have been strong and con-

stant champions of the preservation 
program. 

The provision included in the man-
ager’s amendment would increase the 
full appropriation for the low-income 
housing preservation program by $150 
million to $500 million by rescinding 
$150 million in recaptured preservation 
interest payments. 

Adequate funding for preservation 
sales to nonprofit organizations is vital 
if we are to retain affordable rental 
housing in our communities for fami-
lies and senior citizens. There are cur-
rently more than 300 projects with 
30,000 units of affordable housing in the 
process of being sold to nonprofit and 
tenant organizations. Without suffi-
cient funding these sales will not go 
through and thousands of units of af-
fordable housing could be irretrievably 
lost. 

Preservation has been a tremendous 
success throughout the country and in 
my own State of Illinois. To date, over 
4,000 apartments in more than 17 devel-
opments in Illinois have been preserved 
as affordable housing. Eight of these 
properties, containing over 2,400 apart-
ments have been transferred to non- 
profit owners with the support of the 
residents. 

In Illinois we have three properties, 
Carmen Marine Apartments, 707 
Waveland, and West Park Place, that 
have been sold to resident councils who 
are converting the properties to resi-
dent home ownership. Carmen Marine 
is a 300 unit high rise located on Lake 
Michigan. The residents here became 
the first tenants in the country to pur-
chase their units under the preserva-
tion program in 1994. The average in-
come is approximately $18,000 per year. 
Rents have remained affordable and a 
mixed income community with seniors 
and families of diverse national origins 
has been preserved. An Illinois success 
story repeated across the Nation. 

The need for affordable housing 
greatly exceeds the supply. It does not 
make sense to take a significant num-
ber of high quality, low-income units 
off the market where they can be pre-
served. With adequate preservation 
funding we can preserve some of the 
best of our affordable housing stock. In 
many neighborhoods, there is no com-
parable housing available to these ten-
ants. 

In Illinois alone, the sales of over 
3,500 units to nonprofits are pending. 
These are units that house senior citi-
zens in their own neighborhoods. These 
are units that allow families to grow 
up in good communities. These are af-
fordable units for working people. 

The decisions we make concerning 
funding for preservation will have a di-
rect impact on the lives of these resi-
dents and for hundreds of thousand of 
others around the country. Good, af-
fordable apartments and the American 
dream of home ownership, to me that, 
is something worth preserving. I thank 
my colleagues for including this impor-
tant increase in preservation funding 
in the fiscal year 1997 VA, HUD, and 

independent agencies appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to comment on the HUD title of 
the VA–HUD appropriations bill. I first 
want to commend the chairman and 
the ranking member of the 
subscommittee for their hard work on 
this bill. The competing and diverse 
priorities addressed by this appropria-
tions bill make it arguably the most 
difficult of all the bills to craft. The 
chairman and the ranking members 
take a thoughtful, considered approach 
to a difficult task and their efforts de-
serve recognition. 

Unfortunately, the VA–HUD Sub-
committee has over the last several 
years been saddled with an insufficient 
budget allocation. It should not be ter-
ribly surprising therefore, that the 
amounts the subcommittee has pro-
vided for many of its programs and ac-
tivities are inadequate. Nowhere are 
the overall Federal budget pressures 
felt more keenly than at HUD. Funding 
in this bill for public housing operating 
subsidies, public housing moderniza-
tion, incremental section 8, elderly and 
disabled housing, and homeless assist-
ance simply is inadequate relative to 
the needs across our Nation. 

But despite the insufficient overall 
allocation, there are some bright spots 
in the bill. Several elements of the 
HUD title deserve particular mention. I 
congratulate the subcommittee for pro-
viding level funding for the HOME and 
CDBG programs. These are extremely 
important programs for providing af-
fordable housing and revitalizing dis-
tressed communities. Their blend of 
national priorities and local flexibility 
makes these two of HUD’s strongest 
programs. 

I also would like to thank the chair-
man and the ranking member for ac-
cepting two amendments that I offered 
with other members. The first amend-
ment that I offered with my distin-
guished colleague from new Mexico, 
Senator DOMENICI, will provide a set- 
aside of $50 million for vouchers for dis-
abled persons. As the Congress has 
moved to allow local public housing 
authorities to designate certain hous-
ing developments for elderly only, it is 
important that we provide alternative 
housing resources to meet the housing 
needs of disabled individuals who in the 
past had access to such housing. 

The second amendment increases the 
appropriations for the low-income 
housing preservation program from 
$350 million to $500 million. This is an 
extremely important program in Mas-
sachusetts and across the country. 
Thousands of families around the coun-
try are threatened with losing their af-
fordable housing as owners prepay 
their HUD-assisted mortgages and con-
vert the housing to either market-rate 
housing or other uses. The preservation 
program provides funding to maintain 
the buildings as affordable housing. 
The program has been troubled, but its 
mission is sound. We on the author-
izing committee will continue to work 
to 
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improve its performance. I again thank 
the chairman and the ranking member 
for their support of this amendment 
and I thank my cosponsors Senators 
CRAIG, MOSELEY-BRAUN, and SARBANES. 

In 1996, Congress provided a priority 
for funding the portion of the preserva-
tion program that provides for the 
transfer of these developments to com-
munity and resident-based nonprofit 
corporations. I have visited with resi-
dents in my home State who have 
worked for years to assemble funding 
packages and grant applications to 
achieve ownership of their dwellings. 
With this appropriation, the dreams of 
many across the Nation will come to 
fruition. But the demand for the sales 
program has been extraordinary and it 
is already clear that the $500 million 
for fiscal year 1997 will not be enough. 
I am planning to work with the admin-
istration and the conferees on this bill 
to identify other possible sources of 
funding in order to meet this demand. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would like 
to comment on the Bond amendment 
related to HUD multifamily portfolio 
restructuring. We have been working 
very hard in a bipartisan manner in the 
Banking Committee to address this in-
tractable problem. As others have de-
scribed, the effort to lower high section 
8 costs and avoid excessive FAA mort-
gage defaults—while at the same time 
preserving affordable housing—is com-
plicated and costly. The demonstration 
for which the Bond amendment pro-
vides, represents a good first step to-
ward putting in place a program for 
lowering section 8 costs and restruc-
turing the mortgages in a sound way. 
Most important, the amendment states 
that the purpose of the demonstration 
is to preserve affordable housing and 
identifies the public interest in the fu-
ture affordability of these properties. 
The amendment preserves project- 
based assistance and ensures that pub-
lic agencies are involved in the restruc-
turing. 

I do have several concerns with the 
Bond amendment—particularly related 
to the role of the residents, the com-
munity, and the local government in 
the restructuring process—but I am 
confident the bipartisan approach Sen-
ator BOND has taken to this point with 
respect to this amendment will con-
tinue in the conference committee and 
I look forward to working with the 
chairman in making these improve-
ments and in putting something in 
place until the authorizing committee 
can enact a permanent solution. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me 
thank the leaders for their cooperation 
in helping us come to what I had not 
expected to see at this point. We are 
deeply grateful for the accommodation. 
After we have acted on the pending 
amendments, then I believe we will be 
ready to go to third reading. 

Thanks and appreciation to all in-
volved, particularly my colleague, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI, and our staffs on both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, as we 
are just minutes away from the vote on 
four amendments and then final pas-
sage, I thank Senator BOND for his co-
operation, respecting the voice of the 
minority, and for his very able staff 
and the way they worked with us; Sen-
ator LOTT, who worked with us to bring 
the bill to the floor; to the Democratic 
leader for his advocacy for all of the 
issues in this bill, and for creating a 
framework where we could get many 
things done; and also to my staff for 
the excellent work that they did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. I would like to take a mo-
ment, too, to say to the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the ranking 
member, the managers of this legisla-
tion, they have done an excellent job. I 
know it has not been easy for them, 
many times, working with the leader-
ship as we have tried to get agreement 
on a whole number of issues that were 
really unrelated to their legislation. I 
think they have done a great job with 
the bill itself. I apologize for us not 
being able to get it done before the Au-
gust recess, but you have been very 
considerate in your willingness for us 
to do other things. I thank you for 
your work. You have done a good job 
and I am glad we are going to be able 
to complete it tonight. Although we 
have enjoyed having you on the floor 
all this week, you have done such a 
wonderful job, we still think it better 
to move on to other issues. Thank you 
for your good work. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5194, AS AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 5194, as amended, of-
fered by the Senator from New Mexico. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, before we 

start, we had a minute on each side. Do 
they need it? I think we might as well 
get started. I don’t think we need it on 
this particular amendment, but I want-
ed to be sure. Under the unanimous- 
consent agreement, there are 2 minutes 
equally divided prior to each piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from Kentucky, I 
think on the Domenici-Wellstone 
amendment, we had a pretty thorough 
debate and discussion, so we probably 
don’t need it on this one. 

Mr. FORD. That is what I was saying. 
On the others, I wanted to alert the 
Chair to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thanks the minority whip. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] and the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] would vote 
‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 82, 
nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.] 
YEAS—82 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—15 

Ashcroft 
Brown 
Coats 
Faircloth 
Gorton 

Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Inhofe 
Kyl 

Mack 
McCain 
Nickles 
Smith 
Thompson 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatfield Inouye Murkowski 

The amendment (No. 5194), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5197 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All suc-

ceeding votes will be 10-minute rollcall 
votes. The next order of business is 
amendment No. 5197, the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
HARKIN. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we are 
ready to propound a unanimous-con-
sent request. That way Members will 
know what they can expect for the 
next 3 days, Friday, Monday, and Tues-
day. We will go through this now and 
then we will go to the brief explanation 
on the Harkin amendment and go to 
final vote. Members have been asking, 
Mr. President, what will be the items 
that we will go to next. Rather than 
answer one by one I thought I could go 
ahead and outline this. I want to thank 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES9954 September 5, 1996 
the leader for his work in trying to put 
it together. 

I ask unanimous consent that at 9:30 
on Friday the Senate turn to the im-
mediate consideration of a bill to be in-
troduced tonight by Senator KENNEDY 
regarding employment discrimination, 
and the bill be placed on the calendar, 
the text of which will be submitted in 
the form of an amendment to Calendar 
No. 499, and there be a time limitation 
of 3 hours to be equally divided in the 
usual form with no amendments or mo-
tions to refer in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I further ask that at 9:30 
on Tuesday the Senate proceed to Cal-
endar No. 499, the Defense of Marriage 
Act and it be considered under the 
same terms as outlined above, with 45 
minutes under the control of Senator 
BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I further ask that the vote 
regarding passage of Calendar No. 499 
occur immediately following the vote 
with respect to the Department of De-
fense authorization conference report 
on Tuesday, September 10, and fol-
lowing that vote there be 30 minutes 
for debate on the Kennedy bill to be 
equally divided in the usual form with 
the vote to occur following the conclu-
sion or yielding back of the time on 
Tuesday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I further ask that fol-
lowing the disposition of the employ-
ment discrimination bill on Tuesday, 
September 10, the Senate proceed to 
the Treasury-Postal Service appropria-
tions bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Finally, I ask unanimous 
consent that the cloture motion filed 
earlier this evening with respect to 
Calendar No. 499 be vitiated since it is 
no longer needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. For the information of all 
Senators, the Senate will proceed to 
four remaining back-to-back votes re-
garding the HUD-VA bill and the Iraqi 
resolution. There will be no further 
votes following passage. 

On Friday the Senate will debate the 
employment discrimination bill intro-
duced by Senator KENNEDY and also 
conduct a period for morning business. 
However, no votes will occur on Fri-
day. On Monday, the Senate will de-
bate the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference report under 
previous consent. Also, the Senate will 
conduct a period for morning business. 
No votes will occur during Monday’s 
session of the Senate. On Tuesday, the 
Senate will debate the defense of mar-
riage bill, and at 2:15 a series of votes 
will occur beginning with the DOD au-
thorization conference report. Fol-
lowing those stacked votes, the Senate 
will proceed to the Treasury-Postal 
Service appropriations bill. 

I want to thank all Senators and the 
Democratic leader for their coopera-
tion. Now it does make it possible for 
us not to have votes on Friday and 
Monday, but allows for us to accom-
plish a great deal of our work together, 
have debate, and then have stacked 
votes on Tuesday. We will be able to 
proceed with getting our work done 
with a minimum disruption of commit-
ments that Senators must necessarily 
fulfill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. If the majority leader 
will yield just for a clarification, I say 
at the outset that I support entirely 
the result of these negotiations, and I 
appreciate very much everyone’s co-
operation. 

On the first page of the unanimous- 
consent agreement, in reference to the 
bill to be offered by Senator KENNEDY, 
on the bottom line it asks unanimous 
consent that the bill be equally divided 
in the usual form, with a vote to occur 
on Tuesday. It did not say a vote on 
final passage. I assume the majority 
leader meant a vote on final passage. 

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. I amend 
that request to include that a vote on 
final passage occur following the con-
clusion or yielding back of the time. I 
ask unanimous consent that the agree-
ment be modified to reflect that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, am I 

correct that when we are talking about 
the Defense of Marriage Act on Tues-
day, that will be a vote on final pas-
sage as well? 

Mr. LOTT. It would be, yes, imme-
diately after the vote on the Depart-
ment of Defense conference report at 
2:15, between 2:30 and 2:45. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5197 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the Harkin amend-
ment. There are 2 minutes equally di-
vided. Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, what 
this amendment does is it basically is a 
hold-harmless amendment. There is no 
contradiction between this amendment 
and the McCain amendment of last 
night. This amendment says that any 
increases can go to these States, but no 
State this year can get less than what 
it did last year. It is almost commonly 
held around here that when we make 
major changes in formulas, we always 
have a 1-year hold harmless as a 
bridge. That is what this amendment 
does; it makes that bridge. 

What I am saying, basically, is that 
this vote on this amendment I have of-
fered means that a lot of States will 

not be severely cut in their veterans 
health benefits this year. It holds them 
harmless. But it says to those high- 
growth States, like Arizona, Florida, 
and others, they can go ahead and get 
the increase. But there will not be big 
cuts in a lot of other States. 

I suggest that people might want to 
check to see what is going to happen to 
their States if the McCain amendment 
is adopted without this hold-harmless 
clause. I know people say we have to 
treat veterans equitably, and we do. 
But in a lot of the States, like Pennsyl-
vania, New York, Iowa, and a lot of 
Northern States, our veterans are 
older, poorer, and sicker, and it costs 
more. That is not taken into account 
in the McCain amendment, and it is in 
mine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the Vet-
erans’ Administration Undersecretary 
for Health is doing an outstanding job 
in bringing modern, efficient, effective, 
and compassionate health care to our 
Nation’s veterans. He testified before 
my subcommittee earlier this year 
that one of the barriers about which he 
was most concerned in attempting to 
change and improve the way the Vet-
erans’ Administration operates is the 
Congress. The Harkin amendment is 
precisely what the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration feared, because it would pre-
vent the Veterans’ Administration 
from making changes to see that the 
older and sicker veterans, wherever 
they live, get the care that they need. 

The Veterans’ Administration op-
poses this amendment because it would 
prevent them from efficiently allo-
cating resources to meet veterans’ 
health needs in the most effective man-
ner. I, therefore, move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to table. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 37, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 275 Leg.] 
YEAS—60 

Abraham 
Akaka 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 

Bingaman 
Bond 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:28 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S05SE6.REC S05SE6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9955 September 5, 1996 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—37 

Baucus 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Byrd 
Conrad 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Glenn 

Grassley 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pressler 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatfield Inouye Murkowski 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 5197) was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5190 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on amendment No. 
5190 by the Democratic leader, Mr. 
DASCHLE. Pursuant to rule XVI, para-
graph 4, the Chair submits the question 
to the Senate; namely, Is the amend-
ment germane subject matter of the 
bill? On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
1 minute of debate. 

The minority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as a 

requirement of the 1991 Agent Orange 
Act, after a thorough analysis of all 
relevant scientific evidence, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences announced 
in March a link between agent orange 
exposure and the presence of spina 
bifida in offspring. 

My amendment would extend health 
care, vocational rehabilitation, and 
monetary benefits to Vietnam vet-
erans’ children born with spina bifida, 
a serious birth defect that requires life-
long medical care. It is completely paid 
for with a non-controversial savings 
provision. 

While this should be an honest vote 
on the proposal itself, some have cho-
sen to cloak it in a procedural ques-
tion. I ask my colleagues to vote 
against the germaneness point of order. 
Of all amendments we have debated 
and voted on today, this amendment is 
clearly a veterans’ issue on this vet-
erans’ bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. This is a perfect example 

of why this country has a $5 trillion 
debt. On the basis of one study, one 
study which the author testified before 
the House we should not rely on, the 

minority leader wants to create on an 
appropriations bill a brand-new entitle-
ment program which has not been 
heard in the authorizing committee, 
which is not based on sound science. If 
you believe sound science rather than 
emotion should be the basis of our ac-
tion, then you could not support this 
proposal. But it is an effort to establish 
over the objections of the authorizing 
committee chairman an entitlement 
program on an appropriations bill, and 
it was for that reason I raised the point 
that this amendment is not germane. 

I ask that the Members support the 
argument that this is not germane, and 
I ask they vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair submits to the Senate the ques-
tion, Is the amendment germane? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 62, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 276 Leg.] 
YEAS—62 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cochran 
Conrad 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
McConnell 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—35 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Frahm 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
Nickles 
Roth 
Santorum 
Simpson 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatfield Inouye Murkowski 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the ayes are 62, the nays are 35. 
The judgment of the Senate is that the 
amendment is germane. 

The question now occurs on agreeing 
to the Daschle amendment, No. 5190. 

The amendment (No. 5190) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO 
IRAQI AGGRESSION 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question before the Senate now is Sen-
ate Resolution 288, offered by the ma-
jority leader and minority leader re-
garding the United States response to 
Iraqi aggression. There are 2 minutes 
equally divided. 

The minority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, there 

are a number of Senators on both sides 
of the aisle who deserve our gratitude 
for the effort put forth in the last cou-
ple of days to bring us to this point. I 
will not name them now. I will name 
them later. 

Let me simply read the resolving 
clause: 

The Senate commends the military actions 
taken by and the performance of the United 
States Armed Forces, under the direction of 
the Commander in Chief, for carrying out 
this military mission in a highly profes-
sional, efficient and effective manner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the majority leader and the Demo-
cratic leader for framing a very dif-
ficult compromise which has, given the 
proximity to a Presidential election, a 
great deal of emotion associated with 
it. 

I believe this resolution achieves the 
goal that we seek of expressing our ap-
preciation and our gratitude for the 
outstanding men and women who serve 
in the military. It is obvious that those 
men and women serve under the Com-
mander in Chief, and that is appro-
priate to be mentioned in this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. President, I don’t know how this 
whole situation is going to evolve, nor 
do we know exactly what has taken 
place. But I do know, as always, we can 
thank and be grateful and in our pray-
ers be grateful that we have the finest 
men and women that this world has 
ever seen serving in our military who, 
again, responded to the call of the 
Commander in Chief in such an out-
standing fashion. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
my colleagues in supporting this reso-
lution. When the President, in his 
unique capacity as Commander in 
Chief, orders our Armed Forces into ac-
tion, Congress has an obligation to 
both affirm our support for the men 
and women of the United States mili-
tary who have been ordered to under-
take the mission, and our respect for 
the President as the constitutional of-
ficer responsible for the conduct of our 
military and foreign policies. This is 
the purpose of the resolution before us, 
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and it is wholly appropriate that the 
Senate adopt it without dissent. 

Such an affirmation does not, how-
ever, signal Congress’ intention to re-
linquish our responsibility to make 
critical judgments about the Presi-
dent’s decision, the goals which his de-
cision are intended to achieve, and the 
efficacy of his administration’s policies 
to secure United States security inter-
ests in the Persian Gulf region. Polit-
ical custom and the importance of as-
suring our servicemen and women of 
Congress’ support, as well as the neces-
sity of presenting a united front to 
America’s adversaries oblige Members 
of Congress to refrain from criticizing 
the administration while military op-
erations are underway. But, we are not 
expected to permanently defer our con-
stitutional responsibility to either con-
cur with or oppose the President’s pol-
icy. 

I have never shied away from criti-
cizing administration policies in the 
Persian Gulf or elsewhere when I found 
them wanting. Neither have I refrained 
from offering my support to this ad-
ministration when I believed such sup-
port was warranted. I am on record 
criticizing administration policies for 
Iraq and the region prior to the initi-
ation of the recent military operation 
there. I stand by that criticism, but 
will refrain from elaborating it further 
until I am confident that the imme-
diate military exigency has passed. 

I will reserve judgment on the effi-
cacy of these strikes, and the advis-
ability of the President’s subsequent 
policies in the region until the admin-
istration has provided Congress with 
sufficient information upon which to 
base an informed judgment. 

Toward that end, Mr. President, let 
me suggest that the administration in 
briefings and testimony before Con-
gress be prepared to answer certain ob-
vious and basic questions about its pur-
poses and policies in the region beyond 
simply providing bomb damage assess-
ments and analyses of Iraqi responses 
to our missile strikes. 

Speaking for myself, and, I suspect, 
many of my colleagues, the necessity 
of taking some military action against 
Iraq is apparent. Whether the action 
ordered by the President was the ap-
propriate response to the threat posed 
by Saddam Hussein cannot be deter-
mined until we have a much fuller un-
derstanding of the administration’s 
overall strategy for reducing insta-
bility and countering threats to our se-
curity interests in the region. 

The administration should explain 
what precise purposes our cruise mis-
sile strikes were intended to serve. 
Were they intended to compel Iraq’s 
complete withdrawal from the Kurdish 
city of Irbil in the north of Iraq and to 
cease all aggression against Kurds? 
Were they intended to persuade Sad-
dam against contemplating renewed 
aggression against his neighbors to the 
south? Were they intended to foment 

opposition to Saddam within the Iraqi 
military? Was the limited dimension of 
this operation dictated by the opposi-
tion of our allies in the region or does 
it represent some other consideration 
which the administration has yet to 
disclose? 

Should Saddam test American re-
solve further by continuing hostilities 
in the north, launching new operations 
against the Shiite minority in the 
south, flaunting the new no-fly restric-
tions, firing missiles at U.S. and allied 
warplanes, or again threatening the 
territorial integrity of U.S. allies in 
the region, is the administration pre-
pared to take significantly greater 
military actions? Will they rebuild the 
coalition of Desert Storm allies that 
will almost certainly be necessary if we 
are obliged to increase our military re-
sponse? Without the use of bases in 
Turkey and Saudi Arabia, our military 
options are obviously very severely 
limited. 

Most important, Mr. President, what 
are the geopolitical circumstances 
which the administration wishes to ob-
tain in the Persian Gulf region, and 
what is its overall, coherent strategy 
for achieving them which integrates 
our bilateral policies for all the coun-
tries of the region? Until these basic 
questions are answered, neither I nor 
any Member of Congress, nor the public 
we serve can judge not only the effi-
cacy of these strikes, but the adminis-
tration’s ability to protect our most 
vital security interests in the region, 
interests for which this country has al-
ready paid a very high price to defend. 

Mr. President, let me reiterate that 
none of these unanswered questions 
cause me nor should they cause any 
Member of Congress to withhold his or 
her support for our military personnel 
tasked with executing the President’s 
decision. Nor should we begrudge the 
President our respect for his authority 
or our prayers for the success of his 
policy. This is the time to give voice to 
that support as I am confident we will 
do when we shortly vote on this resolu-
tion. The time for critical analysis also 
begins now. Our conclusions must 
await another day. That day, however, 
will not be too distant. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
resolution. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 277 Leg.] 

YEAS—96 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—1 

Gorton 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatfield Inouye Murkowski 

The resolution (S. Res. 288) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 288 

Whereas the United States and its allies 
have vital interests in ensuring regional sta-
bility in the Persian Gulf; 

Whereas on August 31, 1996, Saddam Hus-
sein, despite warnings from the United 
States, began an unprovoked, unjustified, 
and brutal attack on the civilian population 
in and around Irbil in northern Iraq, aligning 
himself with one Kurdish faction to assault 
another, thereby causing the deaths of hun-
dreds of innocent civilians; and 

Whereas the United States responded to 
Saddam Hussein’s aggression on September 
3, 1996 by destroying some of the Iraqi air de-
fense installations and announcing the ex-
pansion of the southern no-fly zone over 
Iraq. Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the United States Senate, That: 
The Senate commends the military actions 
taken by and the performance of the United 
States Armed Forces, under the direction of 
the Commander-in-Chief, for carrying out 
this military mission in a highly profes-
sional, efficient and effective manner. 

Mr. BOND. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-

FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1997 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5159, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, before 

moving to third reading, I ask unani-
mous consent to modify amendment 
number 5159, adopted previously, to 
correct an inadvertent deletion, typo-
graphical error in one of the sections. 

Mr. President, this was the Stevens 
amendment. Inadvertently one para-
graph was dropped. This corrects the 
typographical error. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. We have no objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 5159), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

Strike section 432 and used in lieu thereof 
the following: 
SEC. 432. CALCULATION OF DOWNPAYMENT. 

Section 203(b) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1709(b)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) ALASKA AND HAWAII.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this subsection, with re-
spect to a mortgage originated in the State 
of Alaska or the State of Hawaii, involve a 
principal obligation not in excess of the sum 
of— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the mortgage insurance 
premium paid at the time the mortgage is 
insured; and 

‘‘(ii)(I) in the case of a mortgage for a prop-
erty with an appraised value equal to or less 
than $50,000, 98.75 percent of the appraised 
value of the property; 

‘‘(II) in the case of a mortgage for a prop-
erty with an appraised value in excess of 
$50,000 but not in excess of $125,000, 97.65 per-
cent of the appraised value of the property; 

‘‘(III) in the case of a mortgage for a prop-
erty with an appraised value in excess of 
$125,000, 97.15 percent of the appraised value 
of the property; or 

‘‘(IV) notwithstanding subclauses (II) and 
(III), in the case of a mortgage for a property 
with an appraised value in excess of $50,000 
that is located in an area of the State for 
which the average closing cost exceeds 2.10 
percent of the average, for the State, of the 
sale price of properties located in the State 
for which mortgages have been executed, 
97.75 percent of the appraised value of the 
property. 

‘‘(B) AVERAGE CLOSING COST.—For purposes 
of this paragraph, the term ‘average closing 
cost’ means, with respect to a State, the av-
erage, for mortgages executed for properties 
that are located within the State, of the 
total amounts (as determined by the Sec-
retary) of initial service charges, appraisal, 
inspection, and other fees (as the Secretary 
shall approve) that are paid in connection 
with such mortgages.’’ 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I think we 
are ready for third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 278 Leg.] 

YEAS—95 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—2 

Brown Feingold 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hatfield Inouye Murkowski 

The bill (H.R. 3666), as amended, was 
passed. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FRIST. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments and that it request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing 
votes thereon, and that the Chair be 
authorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BOND, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. SHELBY, 

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. HAT-
FIELD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
JOHNSTON, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
KERREY of Nebraska, and Mr. BYRD 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I want to 
express my appreciation to all those 
who helped us through this rather long 
ordeal. I express a special thanks to 
the majority and minority leaders for 
enabling us to finish work on this bill 
tonight. There was some question 
whether we were going to be able to get 
it done tonight. I am very grateful that 
the arrangements were made so that 
we could pass it. We have a difficult 
conference ahead. 

I can’t let this time pass without 
saying that my ranking member, the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland, 
Senator MIKULSKI, has been an invalu-
able ally. In addition to representing 
the interests of the minority side, she 
has been extremely helpful in expe-
diting and completing action on many 
of the matters that faced us. 

We could not have done this without 
the work of our trusted and valuable 
staff. On our side, the chief clerk, Ste-
phen Kohashi, ably assisted by Carrie 
Apostolou, and Julie Dammann on my 
staff was essential on our side. Sally 
Chadbourne has been terrific to work 
with. I am grateful for her assistance 
on this. Also, David Bowers and Cath-
erine Corson helped on the minority 
side. 

We are most grateful that this meas-
ure had such spirited involvement on 
so many interesting and challenging 
issues. It is truly remarkable. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION: 
HERE’S WEEKLY BOX SCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 
American Petroleum Institute reports 
that for the week ending August 30, the 
United States imported 6,700,000 barrels 
of oil each day, 500,000 less than the 
7,200,000 imported during the same 
week a year ago. 

Nevertheless, Americans relied on 
foreign oil for 51 percent of their needs 
last week, and there are no signs that 
the upward spiral will abate. Before the 
Persian Gulf war, the United States ob-
tained about 45 percent of its oil supply 
from foreign countries. During the 
Arab oil embargo in the 1970’s, foreign 
oil accounted for only 35 percent of 
America’s oil supply. 

Anybody else interested in restoring 
domestic production of oil by U.S. pro-
ducers using American workers? Politi-
cians had better ponder the economic 
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calamity sure to occur in America if 
and when foreign producers shut off 
our supply, or double the already enor-
mous cost of imported oil flowing into 
the United States, now 6,700,000 barrels 
a day. 

f 

THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
CONVENTION 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, under a 
previous unanimous consent agree-
ment, the Senate is scheduled to con-
sider and complete action before the 
end of next week on the Chemical 
Weapons Convention. 

The Convention bans the production, 
stockpiling, and use of chemical weap-
ons. It includes detailed verification 
provisions. It was negotiated in the 
Reagan and Bush administrations and 
was based largely on a text personally 
presented to the Conference on Disar-
mament in Geneva by then Vice Presi-
dent Bush. The convention represents a 
significant advance beyond the only ex-
isting constraint on chemical weapons, 
the 1929 Geneva Protocol, which only 
bans the use of such weapons in war. 

Earlier today, several Members ex-
pressed concern with regard to the con-
vention. I am sure that those concerns 
and any others that Members may have 
will be raised and addressed in detail 
next week during the total of 12 hours 
agreed upon for consideration of the 
treaty. 

I personally favor very much ratifica-
tion of the treaty. I reached that judg-
ment following extensive hearings I 
chaired in 1994 while chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. Additional hearings have been 
held this year under the chairmanship 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMS], and, as a result, the Com-
mittee has been able to consider a 
broad range of issues and, in my view, 
resolve them quite satisfactorily. 

The Clinton administration strongly 
supports the treaty as settled upon 
during the Bush administration. In its 
efforts to inform the Senate, I am told 
that the administration has responded 
to over 300 Senate questions on the 
treaty and has responded in detail to 
inquiries made by members of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and 
others. The administration’s responses 
include over 1,500 pages of information 
on the Chemical Weapons Convention— 
over 300 pages of testimony, over 500 
pages of answers to Senate letters and 
reports, over 400 pages of answers to 
Senate questions for the treaty record, 
and over 300 pages of additional docu-
mentation. During the August recess 
the White House held a series of brief-
ings for Senate staffers. 

This coming Monday at 4 p.m. in S– 
407 senior administration officials will 
meet with all Senators in S–407 to dis-
cuss the treaty. This will allow all 
Members an opportunity to assess 
first-hand the arguments for the treaty 
and to raise any questions they have. I 
hope that any Senator with the slight-
est concern will avail him or herself of 

the chance to have concerns addressed 
directly. 

As we prepare for formal consider-
ation I thought it would be helpful to 
my fellow Members to consider a letter 
I received this afternoon from the 
President’s Assistant for National Se-
curity Affairs, Anthony Lake, address-
ing in detail some of the questions that 
have been raised regarding the treaty. 
The letter included an enclosure, a por-
tion of which is classified, which is 
available in committee offices for in-
terested Members. I ask unanimous 
consent that Mr. Lake’s letter be print-
ed in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, there is no 

question that this convention enjoys 
the overwhelming support of the Na-
tion’s chemical industries. On August 
29, I and other Senators received a let-
ter strongly endorsing the convention 
and arguing for Senate consent to rati-
fication. This letter was authored by 
senior officials of a number of signifi-
cant corporations. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of that letter 
also be printed in the RECORD following 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I look for-

ward to the debate on the convention 
when it comes before the Senate next 
week. 

EXHIBIT 1 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 5, 1996. 

DEAR SENATOR PELL: As we continue to 
prepare for the Senate’s floor debate on the 
Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) two 
weeks from now, I want to share with you 
the basic points we have made recently in re-
sponding to certain concerns that have been 
raised by the Chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. 

Senator Helms has questioned whether 
Russia will ever ratify the CWC. As you are 
aware, the Russian Government has formally 
stated its commitment to become a party to 
the CWC, as recently as July 22 of this year 
at the Plenary meeting of the CWC Pre-
paratory Commission (PrepCom) in The 
Hague. In this same statement, the Russian 
Government announced that it is seeking the 
speedy submission of the Convention to the 
Russian parliament for ratification. 

In my view, the recent Russian statement 
in The Hague, which mentioned the issue of 
entry into force, does not reflect an inten-
tion to distance Russia from the CWC, but 
rather a concern about being left behind. In 
these circumstances, I believe that the best 
way to promote Russian ratification is to 
proceed with our own ratification, as has 
been done by all of our major NATO allies 
and many others, and to bring the CWC into 
force as soon as possible while, at the same 
time, trying to address Russian concerns in 
a manner consistent with our own interests. 

We have forthrightly told the Russians 
that we believe that prompt entry into force 
of the Convention is crucial to the fight 
against the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction and the fight against terrorism. 
Consequently, we have informed them that 
we are moving forward with our own ratifi-

cation and have urged that they continue to 
proceed ahead with their effort as well. 

The Russians have clearly stated that the 
central problem they face regarding the CWC 
is financing the cost of their CW destruction 
program. While requesting international as-
sistance, the Russians have also made it 
clear, most recently in their Plenary State-
ment in The Hague, that the program will be 
financed primarily by Russia itself. We and 
other countries have indicated our willing-
ness to address this outstanding concern on 
an expedited basis, but we have continued to 
underscore to the Russians that CW destruc-
tion is primarily their responsibility and 
that any U.S. assistance is contingent upon 
approval by the U.S. Congress. 

Senator Helms has also raised concerns 
with regard to the 1990 Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement (BDA). The Russian Federation, 
as you know, has long expressed concerns 
about certain aspects of this agreement and 
has not agreed to detailed implementing pro-
cedures and updated provisions to finalize 
the BDA. We continue to press the Russians 
at the highest levels on the need to resolve 
the outstanding CW issues, and they agreed 
to a meeting with ACDA Director Holum, 
which was held on August 10. They also 
agreed to host a visit to Volgograd later this 
fall to address specifically the issue of con-
version of production facilities. While the 
Russians have stated that they believe that 
the bilateral agreements between Russia and 
the United States have fulfilled their useful 
role, they have also stated that they will not 
renege on the agreements they have made. 

As for the Chairman’s specific concerns 
about the possible consequences of Russian 
withdrawal from the BDA, I would point out 
that if the BDA is not in force when the CWC 
is implemented, Russian chemical weapons 
elimination will still be subject to system-
atic verification under the CWC, although 
that would be performed by the Organization 
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons 
(OPCW), instead of the United States. It is 
important to remember that, in contrast to 
the CWC, the BDA does not require total de-
struction of CW stocks nor does it provide a 
multilateral framework including challenge 
inspections for addressing compliance con-
cerns. As you may recall, the President in-
formed the Senate in 1993 in transmittal of 
the CWC that, while the BDA was an impor-
tant agreement in its own right, it has be-
come less relevant than it was in 1990 be-
cause the CWC has been completed and that 
final agreement on the BDA should not delay 
submission of the CWC to the Senate. 

Some have the impression that Russia is 
‘‘withdrawing’’ from the 1989 Wyoming 
Memorandum of Understanding. This agree-
ment has been implemented in two phases. 
During the first phase, the two sides ex-
changed general information on their chem-
ical weapons stockpiles and production and 
storage facilities and carried out reciprocal 
visits to relevant military and civilian facili-
ties. During the second phase, the two sides 
exchanged the detailed information on their 
stockpiles and chemical weapons facilities 
and carried out a number of inspections at 
declared chemical weapons production, stor-
age and development facilities, including 
challenge inspections of such facilities. 

While Russia has met its obligations to 
participate in implementation activities 
under the Memorandum of Understanding, 
questions remain regarding certain aspects 
of the Russian data. We are continuing to 
press the Russians at the highest levels on 
the need to resolve these outstanding CW 
issues. 

In any case, I have stressed to Senator 
Helms that the Administration is prepared 
to actively pursue concerns regarding the ve-
racity of any State Party’s reporting under 
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the CWC, since the provision of accurate dec-
laration information is a fundamental obli-
gation essential to the effective implementa-
tion of the Convention. The Administration 
also continues to believe that prompt entry 
into force of the CWC will provide the nec-
essary tools to deal effectively with these 
issues, including a basis for punitive meas-
ures or sanctions in response to noncompli-
ance. 

Finally, we have carefully considered the 
Chairman’s request for declassification of 
any documents and cables pertaining to bi-
lateral discussions with Russia. As you 
know, it is our standard practice to make 
relevant classified information available to 
the Senate through classified briefings and 
reports. The Administration has provided 
the Senate with numerous briefings and re-
ports of this sort since November 23, 1993, 
when the President submitted the CWC with 
a request for its prompt consideration. I in-
formed Senator Helms that I regretted that 
we cannot declassify the requested docu-
ments, because they have been properly clas-
sified pursuant to E.O. 12958 and because dis-
closure of the information they contain 
could seriously undermine ongoing diplo-
matic activities. The Administration is 
eager, however, to assist the Senate in devel-
oping a complete record for its consideration 
prior to floor action on the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention, as stated in the June 28, 1996 
unanimous consent agreement pertaining to 
the Convention. Therefore, I made clear to 
the Chairman that we are prepared to make 
appropriate officials available to Senators 
and cleared staff to brief on those documents 
under appropriate classification at the ear-
liest date. 

We look forward to Senate advice and con-
sent to the CWC by September 14. Enclosed 
please find the detailed answers we provided 
the Chairman in response to the questions he 
had recently raised. 

Sincerely, 
ANTHONY LAKE, 

Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs. 

EXHIBIT 2 

AUGUST 29, 1996. 
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR PELL: The undersigned sen-
ior executives of chemical companies urge 
your vote in support of the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention (CWC), and quick Senate ac-
tion on legislation to implement this impor-
tant treaty. 

The chemical industry has long supported 
the CWC. Our industry participated in nego-
tiating the agreement, and in U.S. and inter-
national implementation efforts. The treaty 
contains substantial protections for con-
fidential business information (CBI). We 
know, because industry helped to draft the 
CBI provisions. Chemical companies also 
help test the draft CWC reporting system, 
and we tested the on-site inspection proce-
dures that will help verify compliance with 
the treaty. In short, our industry has thor-
oughly examined and tested this Convention. 
We have concluded that the benefits of the 
CWC far outweigh the costs. 

Indeed, the real price to pay would come 
from not ratifying the CWC. The treaty calls 
for strict restrictions on trade with nations 
which are not party to the Convention. The 
chemical industry is America’s largest ex-
port industry, posting $60 billion in export 
sales last year. But our industry’s status as 
the world’s preferred supplier of chemical 
products may be jeopardized if the U.S. does 
not ratify the Convention. If the Senate does 
not vote in favor of the CWC, we stand to 
lose hundreds of millions of dollars in over-
seas sales, putting at risk thousands of good- 
paying American jobs. 

The U.S. chemical industry has spent more 
than 15 years working on this agreement, 

and we long ago decided that ratifying the 
CWC is the right thing to do. 

We urge you to vote in support of the 
Chemical Weapons Convention. 

Sincerely, 
J. Lawrence Wilson, Chairman & CEO, 

Rohm and Has Company, Chairman, 
Board of Directors, Chemical Manufac-
turers Association; Alan R. Hirsig, 
President & CEO, ARCO Chemical 
Company, Chairman, Executive Com-
mittee, Chemical Manufacturers Asso-
ciation; H.A. Wagner, Chairman, Presi-
dent & CEO, Air Products & Chemicals, 
Inc.; D.J. D’Antoni, President, Ashland 
Chemical Company; Helge H. 
Wehmeier, President & CEO, Bayer 
Corporation; John D. Ong, Chairman & 
CEO, The BFGoodrich Company; Rob-
ert R. Mesel, President, BP Chemicals, 
Inc.; Charles M. Donohue, Vice Presi-
dent, Akzo Nobel Chemicals, Inc.; J. 
Dieter Stein, Chairman & CEO, BASF 
Corporation; W.R. Cook, Chairman, 
President & CEO, Betz Dearborn, Inc.; 
Joseph M. Saggese, President & CEO, 
Borden Chemicals & Plastics, LP; Dr. 
Aziz I. Asphahani, President & CEO, 
Carus Chemical Company; Vincent A. 
Calarco, Chairman, President & CEO, 
Cromption & Knowles Corporation; 
Richard A. Hazleton, Chairman & CEO, 
Dow Corning Corporation; Howard J. 
Rudge, Senior Vice President & Gen-
eral Counsel, E.I. duPont de Nemours & 
Company; Richard G. Fanelli, Presi-
dent & CEO, Enthone-OMI Inc.; J.E. 
Akitt, Executive Vice President, Exxon 
Chemical Company; William S. 
Stavropoulos, President & CEO, The 
Dow Chemical Company; Earnest W. 
Deavenport, Jr., Chairman of the Board 
& CEO, Eastman Chemical Company; 
Bernard Azoulay, President & CEO, Elf 
Atochem North America; Bruce C. 
Gottwald, CEO, Ethyl Corporation; Ron 
W. Haddock, President & CEO, FINA, 
Inc.; Robert N. Burt, Chairman & CEO, 
FMC Corporation; Otto Furuta, V.P. 
Global Logistics & Materials Manage-
ment, Great Lakes Chemical Corpora-
tion; R. Keith Elliott, President & 
CEO, Hercules, Inc.; Hans C. Noetzli, 
President & CEO, Lonza, Inc.; Robert 
G. Potter, Executive Vice President, 
Monsanto Company; Dr. William L. 
Orton, Senior Vice President, Chemical 
Operations, Givaudan-Roure Corpora-
tion; Michael R. Boyce, President & 
COO, Harris Chemical Group; Thomas 
F. Kennedy, President & CEO, Hoechst 
Celanese Corporation; Mack G. Nichols, 
President & COO, Mallinckrodt Group, 
Inc.; S. Jay Steward, Chairman & CEO, 
Morton International, Inc. 

E.J. Mooney, Chairman & CEO, Nalco 
Chemical Company; Jeffrey M. Lipton, 
President, NOVA Corporation; Donald 
W. Griffin, Chairman, President & CEO, 
Olin Corporation; Peter R. Heinze, Sen-
ior Vice President, Chemicals, PPG In-
dustries, Inc.; Phillip D. Ashkettle, 
President & CEO, Reichhold Chemicals, 
Inc.; Ronald L. Spraetz, V.P., External 
Affairs & Quality, National Starch & 
Chemical Company; J. Roger Hirl, 
President & CEO, Occidental Chemical 
Corporation; David Wolf, President, 
Perstorp Polyols, Inc.; Ronald H. 
Yocum, Chairman, President & CEO, 
Quantum Chemical Company; Thomas 
E. Reilly, Jr., Chairman, Reilly Indus-
tries, Inc.; Peter J. Neff, President & 
CEO, Rhone-Poulenc, Inc.; Nicholas P. 
Trainer, President, Sartomer Com-
pany; J. Virgil Waggoner, President & 
CEO, Sterling Chemicals, Inc.; W.H. 
Joyce, Chairman, President & CEO, 
Union Carbide Corporation; Arthur R. 

Sigel, President & CEO, Velsicol Chem-
ical Corporation; Roger K. Price, Sen-
ior V.P., Mining & Manufacturing, R.T. 
Vanderbilt Company, Inc; F. Quinn 
Stepan, Chairman & President, Stepan 
Company; William H. Barlow, Vice 
President, Business Development, 
Texas Brine Corporation; Robert J. 
Mayaika, President, CEO & Chairman, 
Uniroyal Chemical Company, Inc.; 
John Wilkinson, Director of Govern-
ment Affairs, Vulcan Chemicals; Albert 
J. Costello, Chairman, President & 
CEO, W.R. Grace & Company. 

f 

PROTECTING U.S. BUSINESSES 
OPERATING ABROAD 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to inform my colleagues in the 
Senate of another case where a foreign 
government is punishing an American 
company for no legitimate reason. The 
United States must stand up against 
such actions by foreign governments 
and end such unfair and unwarranted 
treatment of our citizens. 

Some years ago, two of my constitu-
ents, Bill and Allan MacDonald, re-
spected businessmen in Alabama and 
the United States, invested in Ber-
muda’s struggling cable television sys-
tem. The MacDonalds were encouraged 
to make their initial investment by the 
Bermudian Government because of the 
poor state of the cable television sys-
tem. The MacDonalds devoted not only 
sizeable amounts of time and energy to 
this effort, but they also invested size-
able amounts of their own money to 
upgrade the cable television system. 

Contrary to the expectations of some 
Bermudians, the MacDonalds turned 
the company around and the company 
began making money. As soon as the 
business began to do well, some Ber-
mudians began to try to wrest the busi-
ness away from the MacDonalds. These 
Bermudian citizens, with the help of 
their Government, are determined to 
take control of the company away from 
the MacDonalds now that the company 
is doing well. My question to the Sen-
ate today is: Will the U.S. Government 
let this happen? 

Mr. President, the U.S. Government 
and the State Department in particular 
must do a better job of protecting U.S. 
businesses operating abroad. We must 
make sure that foreign countries know 
that we will not tolerate unfair trade 
practices against American companies 
or citizens. 

Mr. President, I do not know if we 
can get the Bermudian Government to 
treat the MacDonalds fairly, but one 
thing we can do is make sure that Ber-
mudian companies do not receive more 
favorable treatment in the United 
States than United States companies 
receive in Bermuda. It is my under-
standing that a Bermudian company, 
Telebermuda, has applied for a general 
landing license to the Federal Commu-
nications Commission [FCC]. Under 
U.S. law the FCC may not grant such a 
license without the approval of the 
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Secretary of State. In addition, this 
same law states that ‘‘the President 
[FCC] may withhold * * * such license 
when he shall be satisfied after notice 
and hearings that such action will 
assist . . . in maintaining the rights or 
interests of the United States or of its 
citizens in foreign countries * * * .’’ I 
have requested the Secretary of State 
to withhold his approval of Teleber-
muda’s license application, until the 
case involving my constituents is re-
solved. 

Mr. President, this case is not only 
important to my constituents, it is im-
portant for all businesses who operate 
overseas. It is our duty to ensure that 
they are treated fairly. We cannot 
allow foreign governments to take ad-
vantage of U.S. businesses. If the Ber-
mudian telephone monopoly or other 
Bermudian interests want to buy the 
MacDonalds interest in Bermuda Cable 
they should pay the fair market price 
for the MacDonalds interest in the 
company. Mr. President, I am not ask-
ing for special treatment for the Mac-
Donalds, but I believe they are entitled 
to receive justice. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Ber-
mudian Government will reexamine 
this situation involving my constitu-
ents and determine that it is in their 
best interest to treat all businesses 
fairly and not punish people because 
they are from the United States or 
other foreign countries. 

f 

THE YEAR 2000 COMPUTER 
PROBLEM 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
the 31st of July, I took the liberty of 
writing to the President concerning a 
problem that could have extreme nega-
tive economic consequences in the year 
2000 when we will have to make the 
transition of computers from the 20th 
to the 21st century. 

This is a matter that will necessarily 
concern the Congress. I ask unanimous 
consent that my letter to the President 
and a summary of an accompanying re-
port by Richard M. Nunno be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. Cost consid-
erations prevent having the entire re-
port printed in the RECORD. The report 
can be obtained from the Congressional 
Research Service. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 31, 1996. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I hope this letter 
reaches you. 

I write to alert you to a problem which 
could have extreme negative economic con-
sequences during your second term. The 
‘‘Year 2000 Time Bomb.’’ This has to do with 
the transition of computer programs from 
the 20th to the 21st century. 

The main computer languages from the 
’50s and ’60s such as COBOL, Fortran, and 
Assembler were designed to minimize con-
sumption of computer memory by employing 
date fields providing for only six digits. The 

date of this letter in ‘‘computerese,’’ for ex-
ample, is 96–07–31. The century designation 
‘‘19’’ is assumed. 

The problem is that many computer pro-
grams will read January 1, 2000 as January 1, 
1900. Computer programs will not recognize 
the 21st century without a massive rewriting 
of computer codes. 

I first learned of all this in February and 
requested a study by the Congressional Re-
search Service. The study, just now com-
pleted, substantiates the worst fears of the 
doomsayers. (A copy of the CRS study is at-
tached.) The Year 2000 problem (‘‘Y2K’’) is 
worldwide. Each line of computer code needs 
to be analyzed and either passed on or be re-
written. The banking system is particularly 
vulnerable. A money center bank may have 
500 million lines of code to be revised at a 
cost of $1 per line. That’s a $500 million prob-
lem. (I learn from Lanny Davis that his cli-
ent, the Mars Company, estimates the cost 
of becoming Y2K date compliant at $100 mil-
lion to $200 million. Mars is only a candy 
company.) One would expect that a quick fix 
of the problem would have been found but it 
hasn’t happened and the experts tell me it is 
not likely. 

There are three issues. First, the cost of 
reviewing and rewriting codes for Federal 
and state governments which will range in 
the billions of dollars over the next three 
years. Second, the question of whether there 
is time enough to get the job done and, if 
not, what sort of triage we may need. I am 
particularly concerned about the IRS and 
Social Security in this respect. Third, the 
question of what happens to the economy if 
the problem is not resolved by mid–1999? Are 
corporations and consumers not likely to 
withhold spending decisions and possibly 
even withdraw funds from banks if they fear 
the economy is facing chaos? 

I have a recommendation. A Presidential 
aide should be appointed to take responsi-
bility for assuring that all Federal agencies 
including the military be Y2K date compli-
ant by January 1, 1999 and that all commer-
cial and industrial firms doing business with 
the Federal government also be compliant 
by that date. I am advised that the Pentagon 
is further ahead on the curve here than any 
of the Federal agencies. You may wish to 
turn to the military to take command of 
dealing with the problem. 

The computer has been a blessing; if we 
don’t act quickly, however, it could become 
the curse of the age. 

Respectfully, 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 

THE YEAR 2000 COMPUTER CHALLENGE 
(By Richard M. Nunno) 

SUMMARY 
Most computer systems in use today can 

only record dates in a two-digit format for 
the year. Under this system, computers will 
fail to operate properly when years after 1999 
are used, because the year 2000 is indistin-
guishable from 1900. This problem could have 
a serious impact on a wide range of activities 
that use computers. Information systems 
must be inspected, and modified, if nec-
essary, before January 1, 2000 to avoid major 
system malfunctions. 

Many managers initially doubted the seri-
ousness of this problem, assuming that an 
easy technical fix would be developed. Sev-
eral independent research firms, however, 
have refuted this view, with the conclusion 
that inspecting all computer systems and 
converting date fields where necessary and 
then testing modified software will be a very 
time-consuming and costly task. Research 
firms predict that due to a lack of time and 
resources, the majority of U.S. businesses 
and government agencies will likely not fix 

all of their computer systems by the start of 
the new millennium. 

Most agencies and businesses have come to 
understand the difficulties involved, al-
though some have not yet started imple-
menting changes. Several companies have 
emerged offering services to work on the 
year-2000 conversion, and software analysis 
products are commercially available to as-
sist with finding and converting flawed soft-
ware code. Even with the assistance of these 
products, however, most of the work will 
still have to be done by humans. 

Federal agencies are generally aware of 
the year-2000 challenge and most are work-
ing to correct it. Agencies that manage vast 
databases, conduct massive monetary trans-
actions, or interact extensively with other 
computer systems, face the greatest chal-
lenge. An interagency committee has been 
established to raise awareness of the year- 
2000 challenge and facilitate federal efforts 
at solving it. The interagency committee has 
initiated several actions, such as requiring 
vendor software listed in future federal pro-
curement schedules to be year-2000 compli-
ant and specifying four-digit year fields for 
federal computers. The shortage of time to 
complete year-2000 computer changes may 
force agencies to prioritize their systems. 
Agencies may also need to shift resources 
from other projects to work on year-2000 ef-
forts. State and local governments, as well 
as foreign organizations, will also have sig-
nificant year-2000 conversion problems. 

Congressional hearings have been held re-
cently to investigate the year-2000 challenge, 
and a legislative provision was introduced 
directing the Defense Department to assess 
the risk to its systems resulting from it. 
Several options exist for congressional con-
sideration. One option is to provide special 
funding to federal agencies for year-2000 con-
version. While agencies are reluctant to re-
quest additional funds, some observers con-
tend this may be necessary. Another option 
is to give agencies increased autonomy in re-
programming appropriated funds for year- 
2000 efforts. A third, less controversial alter-
native is to continue to raise public aware-
ness through hearings and by overseeing fed-
eral efforts. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, September 4, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,228,998,407,724.89. 

Five years ago, September 4, 1991, the 
Federal debt stood at $3,617,415,000,000. 

Ten years ago, September 4, 1986, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,113,008,000,000. 

Fifteen years ago, September 4, 1981, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$979,768,000,000. 

This reflects an increase of more 
than $4,249,230,407,724.89 during the 15 
years from 1981 to 1996. 

f 

AVIATION SECURITY CHALLENGES 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the vitally important 
issue of aviation security challenges. 
Last month, the Commerce Committee 
which I chair held an open hearing to 
examine aviation security. Later this 
month, we will hold a closed hearing to 
further consider this vitally important 
issue. 

At the outset, let me stress that the 
United States continues to have the 
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best aviation safety record in the 
world. Every day, 1.5 million people fly 
commercially in the United States and 
we have a marvelous record of getting 
passengers safely to their destinations. 
Regrettably, however, recent incidents 
have caused the traveling public great 
anxiety. It is our responsibility to help 
reassure the public of our superb air 
safety record. 

Impressive as U.S. aviation safety 
statistics are, we cannot rest on our 
laurels. Statistics are no comfort to a 
family which has lost a loved one or 
friend in an aviation tragedy. On a bi-
partisan basis, Congress and the ad-
ministration must constantly strive to 
do better in the area of aviation safety. 
In fact, I believe we must rededicate 
ourselves to the goal of zero aviation 
accidents, whether caused by safety 
lapses, security breaches, or other fac-
tors. 

Today, I would like to briefly discuss 
three points. 

First, it is imperative that Congress 
and the administration resist the 
temptation to rush to embrace any 
simple solution to the very complex 
aviation security challenges we face. 
Rather, an effective aviation security 
program depends on a number of com-
ponents working together in a coordi-
nated manner to form a virtual secu-
rity net protecting the traveling pub-
lic. These elements include: the collec-
tion of intelligence information used to 
identify potential threats; coordination 
of efforts by law enforcement agencies 
to interdict threats; human factors in-
cluding effective passenger screening; 
and technology. As is the case with any 
system, aviation security is only as 
strong as the weakest link in the secu-
rity chain. 

Each of these components needs to be 
improved. In the areas of technology 
and human factors, there is vast room 
for improvement. Simply put, we can 
do a better job protecting the traveling 
public. We must do a better job. 

In recent weeks the aviation security 
debate has understandably focused on 
the lack of explosive detection capa-
bility in our Nation’s airports. This 
focus is well placed. After all, in 1990 
Congress recognized explosive detec-
tion systems needed to be installed in 
our airports and directed FAA to man-
date deployment of such systems by 
November 1993. Yet today—nearly 6 
years later and after the Federal Avia-
tion Administration [FAA] has spent 
more than $150 million in taxpayer 
money on explosive detection re-
search—our airports continue to lack 
the capability to screen checked bag-
gage for explosives. To make matters 
worse, our airports stand out as soft 
targets for aviation terrorism because 
many airports around the world al-
ready have put in place U.S.-manufac-
tured explosive detection devices as 
part of their heightened security meas-
ures. 

While I am pleased we are finally 
field testing a FAA-certified explosive 
detection system, the current absence 

of explosive detection capability in our 
airports raises a fundamental policy 
question: Should Congress require in-
terim deployment of existing explosive 
detection devices until a FAA-certified 
explosive detection system successfully 
completes operational testing and is 
available in sufficient quantities to be 
deployed at least in our highest risk 
airports? I strongly believe the answer 
is yes. We should take a very hard look 
at those U.S.-manufactured bulk and 
trace explosive detection devices which 
currently are widely used around the 
world. 

Tempting as it is, however, I hope 
the aviation security debate does not 
continue to be transfixed on tech-
nology. For instance, I am equally con-
cerned about the shortcomings in so- 
called aviation security human factors. 
Passenger screening personnel are our 
most visible line of defense at airports. 
Unfortunately, all too often they are 
inadequately trained and suffer from a 
very high rate of turnover. Currently, 
companies hired by airlines to provide 
screening services at our Nation’s air-
ports are not subject to any certifi-
cation requirement. Similarly, screen-
ing personnel are not required to be 
certified. We should carefully consider 
whether such certification require-
ments would provide the quality con-
trol assurance we expect and the trav-
eling public deserves. At the same 
time, Congress should not overlook 
measures that should be taken to 
strengthen the intelligence gathering 
and enforcement elements of our avia-
tion security system. 

As the aviation security debate con-
tinues, our goal should be nothing less 
than improving every component of 
our security system and ensuring we 
have no weak links. 

Second, Congress and the administra-
tion must be very cautious to avoid a 
‘‘one size fits all’’ approach to aviation 
security policy. The security chal-
lenges faced by small airlines and 
small airports are truly unique. They 
differ markedly from those faced by 
international carriers and major hub 
airports. Accordingly, it is critically 
important these differences are not 
overlooked in a rush to heighten avia-
tion security standards. 

Earlier this year, the U.S. General 
Accounting Office [GAO] released a 
study I requested which found that 
many small communities across the 
country currently suffer from inad-
equate air service. Having just re-
turned from my home State of South 
Dakota where maintaining adequate 
air service is a day-to-day struggle, I 
can report from the front lines that 
GAO is absolutely correct. Even where 
a small community is lucky enough to 
have air service, often that service is 
economically fragile. Even a small eco-
nomic shock can sever a community’s 
only remaining air service link to our 
national air service network. 

Passengers traveling to and from 
small cities must have the same level 
of security as those traveling to and 

from large hub airports. I believe, how-
ever, there are thoughtful ways of ac-
complishing this goal without toppling 
this fragile economic balance. For in-
stance, is it good policy to force a 
small community like Mitchell, SD, 
which had just 34 commercial 
boardings in July to install at its air-
port a CTX–5000 explosive detection 
machine costing $1 million? How about 
Brookings, SD, and Yankton, SD, 
which in July had 104 and 112 boardings 
respectively? I believe the answer 
clearly is no, particularly since hand 
searching of selected luggage at our 
small airports is a viable, cost-effective 
and common sense alternative. 

Unfortunately, this kind of ‘‘one size 
fits all’’ approach was embraced by the 
House last month when it adopted Sec-
tion 111 of the Aviation Security and 
Antiterrorism Act of 1996 which calls 
for new, costly security measures to be 
imposed on small airlines. I have no 
doubt this is a well-intentioned provi-
sion. However, it fails to recognize 
FAA’s ongoing assessment of the 
threat faced by small airlines and the 
unique security needs of passengers 
traveling on such carriers. One thing is 
certain—this expensive, unfunded man-
date likely would cause a further ero-
sion of air service in our small cities 
and that is why I will oppose it in the 
Senate. 

Before I move on to my final point, 
let me reiterate that persons traveling 
to and from small communities deserve 
the same level of security as those 
traveling in larger markets. Due to 
profound differences in both passenger 
numbers and in threat levels, however, 
we can meet this goal without resort-
ing to the identical, very expensive 
measures called for in our major inter-
national hub airports. Continued air 
service to many small communities de-
pends on an appreciation of this sim-
ple, but critically important, point. 

The final point I wish to discuss 
today is that the enormous potential 
cost of security upgrades requires that 
heightened security measures be based 
on the philosophy of focussing limited 
resources on the most threatening pas-
sengers and cargo. For that reason, I 
have advocated the use of passenger 
profiling as the ideal way to weed out 
non-threatening passengers and there-
by enabling airlines to target security 
resources more effectively. I stressed 
this point in the Commerce Commit-
tee’s aviation security hearing last 
month and want to reemphasize it 
today. 

As in the case of explosive detection 
systems, the problem in the United 
States is not developing sophisticated 
weapons to fight aviation terrorism, 
the problem is deploying them. Pas-
senger profiling is another case in 
point. While countries with highly re-
garded aviation security systems such 
as Israel and the Netherlands put great 
emphasis on passenger profiling, thus 
far we have failed to follow their lead. 
What makes this so remarkable is U.S. 
carriers have long recognized the secu-
rity benefits of passenger profiling and 
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Northwest Airlines, in close coopera-
tion with the FAA, recently developed 
perhaps the most sophisticated auto-
mated profiling system available. I am 
very pleased that FAA is working 
closely with Northwest to put the fin-
ishing touches on this system and to 
make it available to other airlines as 
soon as possible. 

In my view, using passenger profiling 
as the bedrock of any aviation security 
system is good common sense policy. 
This is especially the case when one 
considers the cost of explosive detec-
tion systems, the limited space avail-
able in many of our airports for such 
systems, and the commercial need for 
our airlines to avoid unnecessary 
ground delays. An increased reliance 
on passenger profiling as the first step 
in assessing passenger threats makes 
perfect sense. It can help make an 
overall aviation security program ef-
fective, quick and efficient for the 
traveling public. At the same time, it 
can help make heightened security 
measures cost-effective and operation-
ally viable for our airlines. 

Is passenger profiling a flawless or 
foolproof piece to our aviation security 
puzzle? No. Short of grounding all air-
planes, no perfect solution exists. How-
ever, automated passenger profiling 
holds great promise as a key part of an 
integrated aviation security system. 
For instance, Northwest’s system looks 
at more than 100 criteria for each pas-
senger and—based on a ranking system 
and parameters that can be flexibly set 
based on perceived threats in any mar-
ket—calculates which passengers 
should receive special security atten-
tion. Although no system can predict 
human behavior with 100 percent accu-
racy, this system appears to hold the 
promise of helping to allocate security 
resources with a very high probability 
of certainty. 

In addition, I am sensitive to the 
concerns some have raised about the 
constitutional implications of pas-
senger profiling. While much has been 
written about potential economic costs 
of heightened aviation security meas-
ures, inevitably there will be civil lib-
erties costs as well. As with economic 
considerations, we must balance costs 
and benefits. Considering that pas-
senger profiling looks at an enormous 
number of varied factors, I believe any 
civil liberties costs resulting from pas-
senger profiling will be very minimal 
compared to the significant social ben-
efits resulting from minimizing public 
anxiety about the security of air trav-
el. 

Let me conclude by reiterating that 
we can, and we must, do a better job in 
aviation security. If Congress, the ad-
ministration, airlines and airports 
work cooperatively in the spirit of 
making every component of our secu-
rity system as strong as possible, I 
have no doubt we will meet this chal-
lenge. 

TRIBUTE TO LORET MILLER 
RUPPE 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
pay tribute to Loret Miller Ruppe, a 
woman of uncompromising dedication 
for peace at home and abroad, who died 
at the age of 60. In addition to her re-
markable career as the Director of the 
Peace Corps from 1981 to 1989 and Am-
bassador to Norway from 1989 to 1993, 
Loret Miller Ruppe was a beloved wife 
to former Rep. Philip Ruppe (R-Mich), 
mother of five daughters, sister to six 
siblings, and grandmother of three. 

Her accomplishments were vast and 
far reaching, her constitution strong, 
and her character was humble yet 
filled with passion. Her main passion 
was for peace. She struggled relent-
lessly to promote peace and justice 
throughout the developing world and 
here at home. In a speech celebrating 
the 35th Anniversary of the Peace 
Corps Mrs. Ruppe spoke about the fu-
ture of the organization and its mis-
sion, ‘‘Peace, that beautiful five-letter 
word we all say we crave and pray for, 
is up for grabs in the ’90’s.’’ For her, 
peace was not simply the absence of 
war, but the absence of the conditions 
that bring on war such as hunger, dis-
ease, poverty, illiteracy, and despair. 
Mrs. Ruppe worked hard to protect the 
fragile state of peace in regions around 
the globe. She achieved this goal 
through supervising programs in more 
than 93 countries, serving as a role 
model to field volunteers, and 
strengthening the Peace Corps organi-
zation. 

Mrs. Ruppe also fought battles at 
home. When President Reagan ap-
pointed her in 1981, the Peace Corps 
budget was rapidly declining and was 
less than that of the military marching 
bands. By the end of Mrs. Ruppe’s ten-
ure she had succeeded in increasing the 
agency’s budget almost 50 percent. In 
addition to budgetary challenges, Mrs. 
Ruppe gave the agency a political face-
lift by projecting the agency as non- 
partisan, despite the fact that she her-
self was a political appointee, and in-
creasing its viability on both national 
and local levels. As she noted ‘‘We took 
Peace Corps out of the pit of politics 
and made it non-partisan. It must al-
ways signify Americans pulling to-
gether for peace.’’ As a result of her ef-
forts, Mrs. Ruppe was respected and ad-
mired by Democrats and Republicans 
alike. In terms of national visibility, 
she brought much needed congressional 
and executive level attention to the 
Peace Corps. Prior to her leadership 
the organization was nicknamed ‘‘the 
corpse’’ and many believed its end was 
near. Under her command however, the 
organization was revitalized and its fu-
ture secured. On a local level, she 
worked hard to increase young Ameri-
cans’ interest in participating in the 
program. By 1989, she had raised the 
number of volunteers by 20 percent. 

Mrs. Ruppe was also an initiator who 
maintained the simple motto ‘‘we can 
do it.’’ She founded three important 
programs which continue to thrive 

today: The African Food Initiative, 
Women in Development, and the Lead-
ership for Peace Program. Addition-
ally, she brought seven new countries 
to the Peace Corps program. 

As the longest tenured director of the 
Peace Corps, Mrs. Ruppe contributed 
much indeed to the organization. It 
was through her vision, dedication, and 
leadership that the Peace Corps con-
tinues to play a vital role in American 
foreign aid efforts. Under Mrs. Ruppe’s 
leadership the organization responded 
to new challenges, transformed itself, 
and now stands prepared to continue 
promoting peace in the next century. 
Mrs. Ruppe’s absence will be felt 
throughout the world. I will especially 
miss her. To me Loret was more than a 
dedicated and gifted public servant— 
she was my friend. I know her husband 
Philip, her daughters Antoinette, 
Adele, Katherine, Mary, and Loret will 
miss her very much, and so will I. 

Mr. President, I know that all of our 
colleagues join with me in extending 
our sincere condolences to her family 
members. 

f 

200TH BIRTHDAY OF LIBERTY 
HALL 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, October 2, 
1996 will mark the 200th birthday of 
Liberty Hall in Frankfort, KY. This 
historic hall is one of Kentucky’s finest 
18th century-homes, serving as the res-
idence for U.S. Senator John Brown 
and four generations of his family. 

Senator Brown was one of Ken-
tucky’s first U.S. Senators, holding of-
fice from 1792 to 1805. He was known as 
a strong advocate and voice for the de-
veloping lands west of the Allegheny 
Mountains. At the time of his death, he 
had the distinction of being the last 
living member of the Continental Con-
gress. 

Liberty Hall itself has been a house 
museum since 1937. Its architecture 
and gardens rank it among the finest 
homes in the country of that period. 
Constructed by Senator Brown between 
1796 and 1800, the house was named 
after his father’s grammar school in 
Virginia. 

The celebration of this fine home’s 
200th birthday, not only highlights an 
important landmark in Kentucky’s his-
tory, but also serves as a tribute to the 
preservation movement and its 
achievements in Kentucky. 

I hope all those who visit Kentucky’s 
capital city, Frankfort, will take time 
to visit Liberty Hall to not only see a 
beautiful 18th century mansion, but 
also learn about this honorable man 
who contributed so much to Kentucky 
and the Nation. 

f 

THREE CHEERS FOR CRANSTON 
WESTERN 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, during 
the August recess, 14 youngsters from 
Cranston, RI, achieved something that 
no Rhode Islanders had ever achieved 
before. On August 22, the Cranston 
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Western Little League All-Stars were 
crowned the National Champions at 
this year’s Little League World Series 
in Williamsport, PA. 

Mr. President, I know we are dealing 
with important matters here. But this 
is an important matter also. This won-
derful team of youngsters from our 
State first had to win the State cham-
pionship. Then they went to the na-
tional championships in Williamsport 
where they defeated—can you believe 
it—California 5 to 1. Three days later 
in front of 17,000 fans and a national 
television audience they defeated the 
team that had previously defeated 
them, namely the heavily favored Pan-
ama City, FL, team which put them 
into the world championship game. 
That was against Chinese Taipei. 

I think for anyone who follows the 
Little League baseball knows that the 
Chinese Taipei team was always an 
outstanding one and, indeed, they did 
win against the Cranston Western All- 
Stars. 

This was truly an amazing accom-
plishment. When Cranston Western 
started down this road, it was just one 
of several thousand teams across the 
country vying for the right to play for 
the world championship. To get into 
the World Series, it had to win three 
mini-tournaments against the best 
teams in Rhode Island, and then in the 
Northeast, over the course of 2 months. 

Listen to some of these last-minute 
heroics. It took a home run in the 
tenth inning just to advance beyond 
the district playoffs. Then they had to 
win three straight games, including 
two in a row over a previously 
undefeated South Kingstown team, to 
stave off elimination in the State tour-
nament. And in the final game of the 
East Regionals, Cranston Western 
needed a game-saving, diving catch by 
their left fielder, and then a three-run 
homer in the bottom of the seventh, to 
overcome a tough Pennsylvania squad. 

Once they got to Williamsport, the 
job only got tougher. History certainly 
was not on their side. Indeed, Cranston 
Western was only the third team from 
Rhode Island to make it to the Little 
League World Series, and the first to 
do so since 1980. And in neither of those 
two cases did a Rhode Island team win 
a single game at the national level. 
What’s more, in the first game, they 
had to face California—a State that 
had produced 5 World Series champions 
and had been represented in the tour-
nament a record 32 times. 

But these courageous, young Rhode 
Islanders proved their mettle. They 
shook off any butterflies they might 
have had, and defeated the Californians 
by a 5 to 1 score. Three days later, in 
front of 17,000 fans and a national tele-
vision audience, they avenged an ear-
lier loss to heavily favored Panama 
City, FL. That win put them in the 
world championship game. 

Unfortunately, Cranston Western 
came up short in the World Series final 
against Chinese Taipei. But that loss in 
no way diminished what these boys 

from the city of Cranston accom-
plished. They were front page news in 
Rhode Island for a solid week. Nearly 
every television in the State—whether 
in private homes or restaurants—was 
tuned to the final game. And when 
they returned home they received a 
hero’s welcome, complete with a police 
escort from the Connecticut border and 
a fireworks display in their hometown. 

What did these boys learn from their 
experience this summer? I can think of 
three things. 

First, they learned that you don’t 
have to be the biggest, or the strong-
est, or even the most-talented to suc-
ceed in life. While those attributes are 
important, they’re meaningless with-
out heart, grit, and fierce determina-
tion. And Cranston Western led the 
pack in those three categories. 

Second, they learned that practice 
really does make perfect. Throughout 
the summer, the team spent nearly 
every waking moment on the baseball 
diamond, whether it was at official 
practices or playing pick-up games. 
Moreover, at the beginning of their 
championship run, every player made a 
commitment to the team not to miss a 
single practice. And each one of them 
lived up to that commitment. 

Third, and I believe most impor-
tantly, they learned to place a high 
value on teamwork. No single player 
could be counted on to carry the load 
alone. Each member of that team made 
a crucial contribution at one point or 
another. That’s a critical lesson I hope 
these little leaguers will remember for 
the rest of their lives. 

And Mr. President, as I’m sure they 
would tell you, these boys had a lot of 
help along the way. There was their 
very capable manager, Mike Varrato. 
He was the one who set the lineup, ar-
ranged the defense, and made sure the 
team was physically and mentally 
ready to play every day. 

They had veteran coaches Nick 
Dinezza and Larry Lepore. These two 
men helped the pitchers with their lo-
cation, threw batting practice, and hit 
hundreds, if not thousands, of ground 
balls to the infielders and fly balls to 
the outfielders. There’s no doubt that 
on many occasions, the coaches went 
home more tired than the young ball-
players. 

And, of course, there were the par-
ents. You’ve never seen a more loyal 
group. They scheduled family meals 
around games and practices. They gave 
up summer vacations at the beach to 
follow their sons from one venue to the 
next. During the games, they rang cow-
bells, and banged pots and pans, and 
did whatever it took to rally the 
troops. They cheered mightily when 
their boys won, and hugged them and 
reassured them the few times that they 
lost. And I’m sure they never hesitated 
to voice their opinions whenever the 
umpires made a bad call. 

And so, I want to offer my heartiest 
congratulations to the members of the 
Cranston Western Little League team, 
and all who were associated with their 

championship season. They stirred an 
enormous amount of pride in Rhode Is-
land, and made for a very exciting Au-
gust in our State. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the team roster be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
CRANSTON WESTERN LITTLE LEAGUE ALL- 

STARS—1996 LITTLE LEAGUE NATIONAL 
CHAMPIONS 
Lucas Ashton; Jake Bazirgan; Brett Bell; 

Lew Colby; Evan Dizoglio; Chris Gallo; Matt 
Lovejoy; Michael Luke; Tom Michael; Jay 
Sparling; Peter Spinelli; Craig Stinson; Rick 
Stoddard; and Paul Tavarozzi. 

f 

NOTE 

[In yesterday’s RECORD beginning on 
page S9829, a colloquy between Sen-
ators CRAIG, BOND, and INHOFE appears 
with material omitted. The permanent 
RECORD has been corrected to reflect 
the following.] 

PARTICULATES RULEMAKING 
Mr. CRAIG. If I might ask the distin-

guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations about the EPA review 
of the national ambient air quality 
standard for particulate matter. I un-
derstand that there are recent epide-
miological studies that indicate a cor-
relation between exposure to air pol-
luted with particulates and adverse 
human health effects, and that EPA is 
studying this matter as a high priority. 

Mr. BOND. I thank the Senator from 
Idaho for raising this important point. 
The EPA has indicated to our com-
mittee that it is highly concerned 
about the health effects of particu-
lates. We have met the EPA’s request 
for funding for this program, and in-
cluded $18.8 million. These funds are 
for health effects research, exposure re-
search, improving monitoring tech-
nologies, modeling studies, and other 
key requirements. 

Mr. CRAIG. I am pleased to learn 
that the committee has directed this 
level of funding to EPA for this impor-
tant research. This comprehensive re-
search program is very much needed. 
At present, there appears to be insuffi-
cient data available for the agency to 
decide what changes, if any, should be 
made to the current standard. There is 
no scientific consensus on whether it is 
necessary to change the current ambi-
ent air quality standards for particu-
late matter to protect human and envi-
ronmental health. It has come to my 
attention that in a letter to EPA on 
June 13, 1996, EPA’s own Clean Air Sci-
entific Advisory Committee concluded 
that ‘‘our understanding of the health 
effects of [particulates] is far from 
complete,’’ and these scientific uncer-
tainties prevented the committee from 
agreeing on the agency’s suggested new 
particulate standards. In addition, the 
former chairman of this advisory com-
mittee who is now a consultant to the 
advisory committee, Roger McClellan, 
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wrote the current chairman in May to 
advise him that ‘‘the current staff doc-
ument does not provide a scientifically 
adequate basis for making regulatory 
decisions for setting of National Ambi-
ent Air Quality Standards and related 
control of particulate matter as speci-
fied in the Clean Air Act.’’ Finally, in 
a peer-reviewed article just published 
in the Journal of the National Insti-
tute of Environmental Health Sciences, 
scientists John Gamble and Jeffery 
Lewis conclude that the recent epide-
miology studies that show statistically 
significant acute health effects of par-
ticulate air pollution do not meet the 
criteria for causality. They suggest 
that the weak statistical correlations 
of increased mortality are as likely due 
to confounding by weather, copollut-
ants, or exposure misclassification as 
they are by ambient particulate mat-
ter. 

As the chairman is aware, EPA is 
under a Federal court order to make a 
final decision on whether to revise the 
current clean air rule regarding partic-
ulate matter. Under the court order, 
EPA must make a proposed decision on 
or before November 29, 1996, and a final 
decision on or before June 28, 1997. Can 
the Chairman inform me whether the 
court order allows the agency to decide 
not to revise the particular standard 
until there is sufficient scientific basis 
for doing so? 

Mr. BOND. It is my understanding 
that the court order only requires the 
agency to make a final decision on 
whether to revise the current ambient 
air standard for particulates, but the 
order does not require the agency to 
promulgate a new standard. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. If I might inter-
ject, the fact that EPA has found sev-
eral studies that indicate a correlation 
between loading of particulates in the 
air and premature mortality is impor-
tant. This suggested link to human 
health problems needs to be promptly 
and thoroughly investigated. My objec-
tive is to provide protection of public 
health and the environment by design-
ing control strategies that reduce 
harmful particulates and other pollut-
ants from the air people breathe. How-
ever, I am concerned that EPA may be 
rushed to judgment by the Federal 
courts before real science has been de-
veloped to inform the agency about 
which pariculates, in which geographic 
locations, and in which concentrations 
are harming people and the environ-
ment. There are many questions that 
need to be answered about particulate 
matter, as EPA’s Clean Air Scientific 
Advisory Committee, referred to as 
‘‘CASAC,’’ made clear in its June 13, 
1996, letter to EPA—to which the Sen-
ator from Idaho just referred. For ex-
ample, we do not know the mechanisms 
by which particulates might affect pub-
lic health. Since 1988, particulate mat-
ter concentrations have declined by 
more than 20 percent, with substantial 
future declines in particulates expected 
to result from compliance with exist-
ing clean air standards. Moving for-

ward with the targeted research pro-
gram recommended by the CASAC is 
essential to understand the health 
problems associated with particulates. 
That better understanding of the 
health effects caused by particulates is 
needed before we can design an effec-
tive control strategy. I would note for 
my colleagues that this EPA advisory 
committee is meeting again in early 
September to design this particulate 
research program. 

Mr. CRAIG. If the Senator would 
yield, I would ask the chairman that if 
EPA is only going to begin to imple-
ment the CASAC research program in 
October of this year, how can it be ex-
pected to issue a proposed rule on No-
vember 29, as required under the court 
order? 

Mr. INHOFE. If I might add an addi-
tional comment to address the Senator 
from Idaho’s question, I want to assure 
my colleagues that I share their con-
cern that there is evidence of potential 
harm to Americans from exposure to 
fine particles. I want to know what 
kinds of particulates cause health 
problems. And I want to know where 
those particulates are and what are the 
best ways to reduce them. 

I would note for the Senator from 
Idaho that the chairman of the sub-
committee stated earlier the court 
order does not require the EPA to pro-
pose a change in the particulate stand-
ard. The EPA can satisfy its obliga-
tions by proposing not to change the 
particulate standard until there is a 
better understanding about which par-
ticulates cause health effects, and 
where those particulates are prevalent 
in unhealthful levels. I would like to 
add that the Clinton Administration’s 
Executive Order or Regulatory Review 
states the Administration’s own regu-
latory philosophy as requiring agencies 
that are deciding whether and how to 
regulate must ‘‘assess all costs and 
benefits of available regulatory alter-
natives, including the alternative of 
not regulating.’’ I believe the only pru-
dent course would be for EPA to in-
clude consideration of retaining the 
current particulate standard in its pro-
posed rule. In following this path, 
progress will continue to be made by 
the ongoing implementation of the ex-
isting Clean Air Act while the nec-
essary research is being conducted to 
address the unanswered questions. 

Mr. CRAIG. I agree with my distin-
guished colleague from Oklahoma. I do 
not want the people in our states 
breathing unhealthy air. I applaud and 
fully support the funding provided by 
the Senator from Missouri’s committee 
for particulate research. I just don’t 
think it makes much sense to promul-
gate new standards until you know 
what particles are unhealthy. It is my 
understanding that rural fugitive dust 
might be further regulated by the EPA 
when it issues its new particulate 
standards. Idaho, and I believe, my col-
league’s State of Oklahoma, are re-
nowned for the volumes of fine, natural 
dirt that are carried by our breezes out 

West. Even without winds, just driving 
down a road, tilling a field, running 
cattle, sanding roads in the winter, or 
the gentlest of mining operations, will 
create dust. If dust is unhealthy, I’m 
sure the hard working people of my 
state will want to know about it, and 
would want to take measures to pro-
tect themselves. So I look forward to 
the CASAC’s targeted study to be im-
plemented before the rural fugitive 
dust standards are changed. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. If the chairman 
would yield, I would ask whether any 
of the money in the FY 1997 funding for 
particulate research will go to imple-
menting an ambient air quality and 
emissions monitoring program, and 
will EPA be placing the monitors, or 
simply telling the States to do it? We 
want to know not just whether this ex-
pense will bring any health benefits, 
but also whether it will create serious 
unfunded mandates problem. I would 
ask the chairman if he would join me 
in requesting that the EPA send the 
appropriate committees of Congress, 
within 90 days, a description of the 
monitoring program they will be im-
plementing and to what extent EPA 
will fund the cost of that program, and 
whether they intend to ask for addi-
tional funding in FY 1998. 

Mr. BOND. Yes, the agency has in-
formed me that it will be using the 1997 
appropriation for both increased health 
effects research and, in addition, more 
than $2 million will be for initiating an 
emissions monitoring program. In addi-
tion, it is my understanding EPA will 
be requesting additional funds for mon-
itoring in its FY98 budget submission. 
It is my expectation that the agency 
will request the funds necessary to es-
tablish a thorough and scientifically 
defensible monitoring program. I con-
cur that EPA should send us a descrip-
tion of their proposed comprehensive 
monitoring program and a budget pro-
posal. 

I thank my colleagues, and I agree 
with my colleagues that EPA should 
seriously consider a ‘‘no change’’ op-
tion as part of its proposed decision 
due by November 29. However, I would 
add that in view of the potential for 
harm to the public from particulates, a 
prudent option for the November dead-
line would be to reaffirm the current 
ambient air standard—and thus not 
disrupt ongoing programs—while mov-
ing expeditiously to implement a sound 
research agenda upon which to base fu-
ture decisions. 

Mr. President, I am also concerned 
that EPA must pay closer attention to 
the potential adverse impacts of 
changes to the particulates standard 
on small businesses. I am aware that 
EPA is taking the position that 
changes to the particulates standard do 
not impact small business in terms of 
implicating the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, because the EPA’s standards do 
not create burdens on small business, 
it is the State implementation plan. As 
a primary author of the 1996 amend-
ments to the Regulatory Flexibility 
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Act, I strongly disagree with the agen-
cy’s interpretation, and believe that 
EPA agency should fully comply with 
the requirements imposed on Federal 
agencies by that act. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a nomination which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT CONCERNING THE EMI-
GRATION LAWS AND POLICIES 
OF MONGOLIA—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 167 

The Presiding Officer laid before the 
Senate the following message from the 
President of the United States, to-
gether with an accompanying report; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I hereby transmit a report con-

cerning emigration laws and policies of 
Mongolia as required by subsections 
402(b) and 409(b) of title IV of the Trade 
Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘the Act’’). I 
have determined that Mongolia is in 
full compliance with the criteria in 
subsections 402(a) and 409(a) of the Act. 
As required by title IV, I will provide 
the Congress with periodic reports re-
garding Mongolia’s compliance with 
these emigration standards. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 4, 1996. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 11:52 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, with an amendment, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 1467. An act to authorize the construc-
tion of the Fort Peck Rural County Water 
Supply System, to authorize assistance to 
the Fort Peck Rural County Water District, 
Inc., a nonprofit corporation, for the plan-
ning, design, and construction of the water 
supply system, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 3553. An act to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to authorize appro-
priations for the Federal Trade Commission. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker has signed the following 
enrolled bill: 

H.R. 3754. An act making appropriations 
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses. 

The enrolled bill was signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

At 1:57 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 120. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the independence and sovereignty 
of Ukraine and the progress of its political 
and economic reforms. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 389(d)(2) of Public 
Law 104–127, the minority leader ap-
points Mr. Richard Roos-Collins of 
California as a member from private 
life on the part of the House to the 
Water Rights Task Force. 

The message further announced that 
the House disagrees to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3675) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes, 
and agrees to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon; and appoints 
Mr. WOLF, Mr. DELAY, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. PACKARD, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. LIVING-
STON, Mr. SABO, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. COLE-
MAN, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. OBEY as 
the managers of the conference on the 
part of the House. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3816) mak-
ing appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1997, and for 
other purposes, and agrees to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on; and appoints Mr. MYERS, Mr. ROG-
ERS, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. BUNN, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, and Mr. OBEY, as the managers 
of the conference on the part of the 
House. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bills, in which it requests the concur-
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 401. An act entitled the ‘‘Kenai Na-
tives Association Equity Act’’. 

H.R. 447. An act to establish a toll free 
number in the Department of Commerce to 
assist consumers in determining if products 
are American-made. 

H.R. 1179. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the preservation and restoration of 
historic buildings at historically black col-
leges and universities. 

H.R. 1514. An act to authorize and facili-
tate a program to enhance safety, training, 
research and development, and safety edu-
cation in the propane gas industry for the 
benefit of propane consumers and the public, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2122. An act to designate the Lake 
Tahoe Basin National Forest in the States of 
California and Nevada to be administered by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 2135. An act to provide for the relief of 
certain persons in Clark County, Nevada, 
who purchased lands in good faith reliance 
on existing private land surveys. 

H.R. 2292. An act to preserve and protect 
the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2438. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of lands to certain individuals in Gunni-
son County, Colorado, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2518. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to exchange certain 
lands in the Wenatachee National Forest, 
Washington, for certain lands owned by Pub-
lic Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County, 
Washington, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2709. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain land to the Del Norte County 
Unified School District of Del Norte County, 
California. 

H.R. 2711. An act to provide for the substi-
tution of timber for the canceled Elkhorn 
Ridge Timber Sale. 

H.R. 3147. An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain Federal lands in the State 
of California managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management for certain non-Federal lands, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3378. An act to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to extend the 
demonstration program for direct billing of 
Medicare, Medicaid, and other third party 
payors. 

H.R. 3487. An act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries Act, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 3547. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of a parcel of real property in the 
Apache National Forest in the State of Ari-
zona to the Alpine Elementary School Dis-
trict 7 to be used for the construction of 
school facilities and related playing fields. 

H.R. 3579. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain property con-
taining a fish and wildlife facility to the 
State of Wyoming, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3660. An act to make amendments to 
the Reclamation Wastewater and Ground-
water Study and Facilities Act, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 3793. An act to provide for a 10-year 
circulating commemorative coin program to 
commemorate each of the 50 States, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 3864. An act to amend laws author-
izing auditing, reporting, other functions by 
the General Accounting Office. 

H.R. 3871. An act to waive temporarily the 
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for 
certain health maintenance organizations. 

H.R. 3916. An act to make available certain 
Voice of America and Radio Marti multi-
lingual computer readable text and voice re-
cordings. 

H.R. 4018. An act to make technical correc-
tions in the Federal Oil and Gas Royalty 
Management Act of 1982. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

At 4:09 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills. 

H.R. 740. An act to confer jurisdiction on 
the United States Court of Federal Claims 
with respect to land claims of Pueblo of 
Isleta Indian Tribe. 

H.R. 3269. An act to amend the Impact Aid 
program to provide for a hold-harmless with 
respect to amounts for payments relating to 
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the Federal acquisition of real property, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3517. An act making appropriations 
for military construction, family housing, 
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 3845. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1997, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 120. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the independence and sovereignty 
of Ukraine and the progress of its political 
and economic reforms; to the Committee on 
Foreign relations. 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 401. An act entitled the ‘‘Kenai Na-
tives Association Equity Act’’; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 447. An act to establish a toll free 
number in the Department of Commerce to 
assist consumers in determining if products 
are American-made; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

H.R. 2122. An act to designate the Lake 
Tahoe Basin National Forest in the States of 
California and Nevada to be administered by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

H.R. 2135. An act to provide for the relief of 
certain persons in Clark County, Nevada, 
who purchased lands in good faith reliance 
on existing private land surveys; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 2292. An act to preserve and protect 
the Hanford each of the Columbia River, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural. 

H.R. 2438. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of lands to certain individuals in gunni-
son county, Colorado, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 2518. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to exchange certain 
lands in the Wenatachee National Forest, 
Washington, for certain lands owned by Pub-
lic Utility District No. 1 of Chelan County, 
Washington, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 2709. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain land to the Del Norte County 
Unified School District of Del Norte County, 
California; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

H.R. 2711. An act to provide for the substi-
tution of timber for the canceled Elkhorn 
Ridge Timber Sale; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 3147. An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain Federal lands in the State 
of California managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management for certain non-Federal lands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 3487. An act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries Act, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

H.R. 3547. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of a parcel of real property in the 
Apache National Forest in the state of Ari-
zona to the Alpine Elementary School Dis-
trict 7 to be used for the construction of 
school facilities and related playing fields; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

H.R. 3793. An act to provide for a 10-year 
circulating commemorative coin program to 
commemorate each of the 50 States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 3864. An act to amend laws author-
izing auditing, reporting, other functions by 
the General Accounting Office; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 3871. An act to waive temporarily the 
Medicaid enrollment composition rule for 
certain health maintenance organizations; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 3916. An act to make available certain 
Voice of America and Radio Marti multi-
lingual computer readable text and voice re-
cordings; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure was read the 
second time and placed on the cal-
endar: 

S. 2053. A bill to strengthen narcotics re-
porting requirements and to require the im-
position of certain sanctions on countries 
that fail to take effective action against the 
production of and trafficking in illicit nar-
cotics and psychotropic drugs and other con-
trolled substances, and for other purposes. 

The following measures were read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 1514. An act to authorize and facili-
tate a program to enhance safety, training, 
research and development, and safety edu-
cation in the propane gas industry for the 
benefit of propane consumers and the public, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3378. An act to amend the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act to extend the 
demonstration program for direct billing of 
Medicare, Medicaid, and other third party 
payors. 

H.R. 3553. An act to amend the Federal 
Trade Commission Act to authorize appro-
priations for the Federal Trade Commission. 

H.R. 3579. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain property con-
taining a fish and wildlife facility to the 
State of Wyoming, and for other purposes. 

The following measure was ordered 
placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3660. An act to make amendments to 
the Reclamation Wastewater and Ground-
water Study and Facilities Act, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3856. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule con-
cerning danger zone regulations, received on 
August 27, 1996; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–3857. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the rule entitled 
‘‘Deletion of Outdated References and Minor 
Change,’’ (RIN3150–AF43) received on August 
27, 1996; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–3858. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled ‘‘Migra-
tory Bird Hunting,’’ (RIN1018–AD69) received 
on August 27, 1996; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

EC–3859. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule relative 
to the Migratory Bird Harvest Information 
Program, (RIN1018–AD08) received on August 
27, 1996; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–3860. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule relative 
to certain migratory game birds, (RIN1018– 
AD69) received on August 27, 1996; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–3861. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule relative 
to refuge-specific hunting and sport fishing 
regulations, (RIN1018–AD76) received on Au-
gust 29, 1996; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–3862. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of two rules including one entitled 
‘‘Motor Vehicle Content Labeling,’’ 
(RIN2127–AG46 and 2125–AD69) received on 
September 3, 1996; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–3863. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of four rules including one entitled ‘‘Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation 
Plans; State of Kansas,’’ (FRL5556–8, 5601–6, 
5555–2, 5603–1) received on September 3, 1996; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–3864. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule relative to Federal test pro-
cedure for emissions from motor vehicles, 
(FRL5558–3) received on September 3, 1996; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–3865. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule relative to air pollution from 
new motor vehicles, (FRL5602–3) received on 
September 3, 1996; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–3866. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule relative to air quality imple-
mentation plans for Tennessee, (FRL5554–6) 
received on September 3, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3867. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of two rules including one entitled ‘‘Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation 
Plans; Designation of Areas for Air Quality 
Planning Purposes; Wyoming; Correction,’’ 
(FRL5560–4 and 5389–9) received on Sep-
tember 3, 1996; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 
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EC–3868. A communication from the Ad-

ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report entitled ‘‘Assessment of International 
Air Pollution Prevention and Control 
Technology″; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–3869. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule relative 
to use of environman and human figure and 
design symbol, (RIN1024–AC50) received on 
August 21, 1996; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–3870. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of two rules including one entitled ‘‘Ap-
proval and Promulgation of Implementation 
Plans; Commonwealth of Virginia—1990 Base 
Year Emmission Inventory,’’ (FRL5603–5) re-
ceived on September 3, 1996; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Committee 
on Armed Services: 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Air Force while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, United States Code, section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. David J. McCloud, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. Dennis C. Blair, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, sections 601 and 5035: 

VICE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

To be admiral 

Vice Adm. Harold W. Gehman, Jr., 000–00– 
0000. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
LEVIN): 

S. 2055. A bill to waive temporarily the 
Medicare enrollment composition rules for 
The Wellness Plan; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S. 2056. A bill to prohibit employment dis-

crimination on the basis of sexual orienta-
tion; read twice and ordered placed on the 
calendar. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
THURMOND): 

S. 2057. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to make permanent the author-
ity of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs guar-

antee loans with adjustable rate mortgages; 
to the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. LOTT (for 
himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. THUR-
MOND, and Mr. WARNER)): 

S. Res. 288. A resolution regarding the 
United States response to Iraqi aggression; 
considered and agreed to. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself 
and Mr. LEVIN): 

S. 2055. A bill to waive temporarily 
the Medicare enrollment composition 
rules for the Wellness Plan; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

THE WELLNESS PLAN WAIVER ACT OF 1996 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr President, today 
I rise along with my distinguished col-
league from Michigan, Senator LEVIN, 
to introduce legislation which will ex-
pand the number of health care choices 
available to residents of Michigan. 
This bill will provide Medicare bene-
ficiaries in Michigan the opportunity 
to obtain health care from The 
Wellness Plan, a longstanding, feder-
ally qualified health maintenance or-
ganization. The Wellness Plan has been 
recognized by national leaders, includ-
ing two former Secretaries of the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, as a model managed care plan. In 
addition, the Wellness Plan has made 
significant contributions to improving 
the health and well-being of its enroll-
ees, many of whom are poor women and 
children, by decreasing infant mor-
tality, effectively reducing hyper-
tension, and increasing mammography 
rates. 

The Wellness Plan has been serving 
the Medicaid population for over two 
decades. It currently has 150,000 enroll-
ees, 141,000 of whom are Medicaid, 
12,000 commercial and 2,000 Medicare. 
Since 1993, the Wellness Plan has had a 
health care prepayment plan contract 
with Medicare. However, technical 
changes enacted by Congress effective 
January 1, 1996, had the unintended ef-
fect of preventing the Wellness Plan 
from enrolling additional Medicare 
beneficiaries under the HCPP contract. 
The Wellness Plan is positioned to be-
come a full Medicare risk contractor 
but currently is precluded from doing 
so due to the 50/50 Medicare/Medicaid 
enrollment composition rule. It must 
be emphasized that the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration supports the 
Wellness Plan receiving a plan-specific 
50/50 waiver at this time. 

Allowing Medicare beneficiaries to 
participate in this program represents 
a small, but important step toward ful-
filling Congress’ commitment to im-
prove the quality of this country’s 
health care system. Given that the 
Wellness Plan has an established 

record with respect to both the Med-
icaid and Medicare programs, and that 
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion supports the Wellness Plan receiv-
ing a plan-specific 50/50 waiver, I urge 
Congress to move this bill before the 
end of this session so that Michigan 
Medicare beneficiaries will once again 
have the opportunity to participate in 
this plan beginning in 1997. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 2057. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to make perma-
nent the authority of the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs guarantee loans with 
adjustable rate mortgages; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans Affairs. 
THE VA ADJUSTABLE RATE MORTGAGE PROGRAM 

REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce on behalf of myself 
and Senator THURMOND a bill to perma-
nently reauthorize the VA Adjustable 
Rate Mortgage Program. 

This program was created in the 102d 
Congress to guarantee adjustable rate 
mortgages for a 3-year period ending 
September 30, 1995. The program al-
lowed a maximum of 1-percent increase 
annually with a 5-percent maximum in-
crease on the interest rate over the life 
of the loan. These annual and lifetime 
caps are identical to those contained in 
the FHA Adjustable Rate Mortgage 
Program, which is a permanent pro-
gram. 

Adjustable rate mortgages have prov-
en to be a valuable and essential home 
mortgage financing tool for American 
families, particularly in times of rising 
interest rates. Adjustable rate mort-
gages allow borrowers to obtain home 
loans with interest rates below those 
required for normal fixed interest rate 
loans. 

During the 3-year period that the VA 
Adjustable Rate Mortgage Program 
was in effect, large numbers of vet-
erans took advantage of this financing 
tool, with 131,250 VA adjustable rate 
mortgages being originated nation-
wide, totaling $14.9 billion. In Virginia 
alone, 10,599 loans granted totaling 
over $1.2 billion. Over 58 percent of 
these loans nationally were made to 
first-time home buyers. 

The VA Home Loan Guaranty Pro-
gram was created by the Congress in 
1944 to ensure that veterans returning 
home from World War II would have an 
opportunity to achieve the American 
dream of owning a home. This benefit 
was established for our veterans be-
cause their service to our country de-
nied them the opportunity to save the 
necessary funds for a down payment for 
a home or to establish a credit rating. 
The program has since been extended 
to benefit all of the men and women 
who have served their country honor-
ably in the Armed Forces. Since the 
program’s inception, 14.8 million loans 
totaling $515 billion have been made to 
veterans. 

This bill simply guarantees that the 
home loans that are available to Amer-
ican veterans are affordable. I urge my 
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colleagues to join Senator THURMOND 
and myself in supporting a program 
that has proven to be successful and 
beneficial to the most deserving of 
Americans, our veterans, by perma-
nently reauthorizing the VA Adjust-
able Rate Mortgage Program. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation, 
with Senator WARNER, that will perma-
nently extend the authority of the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs [VA] to 
guarantee loans with adjustable rate 
mortgages [ARMS]. 

The Veterans Home Loan Program 
Amendments of 1992 made significant 
changes to the VA Home Loan Pro-
gram. Included in that bill were provi-
sions establishing a demonstration 
project authorizing VA to guarantee 
ARMS during fiscal years 1993–95. 

The Loan Guaranty Program is a 
benefit of great value to veterans and 
to the Nation. This program provides 
housing credit assistance to satisfy the 
mortgage credit needs of veterans and 
members of the Armed Forces. It pro-
vides private capital on more liberal 
terms than are generally available to 
nonveterans, without the assumption 
of undue risks by the Federal Govern-
ment. Veterans are assisted primarily 
through the use of the Government’s 
guaranty on loans instead of the sub-
stantial down payment and other in-
vestment safeguards applicable to con-
ventional mortgage transactions. Since 
the program’s inception in 1944, the VA 
has guaranteed nearly 15 million loans 
totaling more than $500 billion. 

The ARM program offers veterans an-
other choice in the mortgage market, 
particularly when interest rates are 
high. It is particularly useful to first- 
time home buyers who can obtain loans 
with interest rates generally lower 
than fixed rate loans. The VA ARM al-
lows a maximum of 1 percent interest 
annually with a 5-percent maximum in-
terest rate increase over the life of the 
loan. These annual and lifetime caps 
are identical to those contained in the 
Federal Housing Administration [FHA] 
ARM program, which is permanently 
authorized. 

During the pilot program, the popu-
larity of ARMS was well established. 
According to VA statistics, during fis-
cal year 1995, approximately 20 percent 
of all loans guaranteed were ARMS. 
This was double the ration of ARMS to 
all loans guaranteed in fiscal year 1994. 
During the test period of 1993–95, ARMS 
totaling $14.9 billion were guaranteed. 
In South Carolina, nearly 2,000 ARMS 
were originated, with a value of more 
than $181 million. 

Mr. President, this bill will perma-
nently authorize a worthy program. 
ARMS are a valuable financing tool for 
American families. They are used ex-
tensively nationwide by conventional 
and FHA home buyers. This bill will 
permit qualified veterans to take ad-
vantage of ARMS, if they so choose. I 
urge my colleagues to join Senator 
WARNER and me in the permanent reau-
thorization of the VA Adjustable Rate 
Mortgage Program. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 628 
At the request of Mr. KYL, the name 

of the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. THURMOND] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 628, a bill to repeal the Fed-
eral estate and gift taxes and the tax 
on generation-skipping transfers. 

S. 1189 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. DASCHLE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1189, a bill to provide pro-
cedures for claims for compassionate 
payments with regard to individuals 
with blood-clotting disorders, such as 
hemophilia, who contracted human im-
munodeficiency virus due to contami-
nated blood products. 

S. 1603 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1603, a bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act concerning the level of par-
ticipation by the Small Business Ad-
ministration in loans guaranteed under 
the Export Working Capital Program. 

S. 1610 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. THURMOND] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1610, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the 
standards used for determining wheth-
er individuals are not employees. 

S. 1645 
At the request of Mr. STEVENS, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1645, a bill to regulate United States 
scientific and tourist activities in Ant-
arctica, to conserve Antarctic re-
sources, and for other purposes. 

S. 1964 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG], and the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1964, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage under part B of the Medicare 
program of medical nutrition therapy 
services of registered dietitians and nu-
trition professionals. 

S. 1970 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1970, a bill to amend the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian Act to 
make improvements in the Act, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1987 
At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1987, a bill to amend titles II and 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
prohibit the use of social security and 
Medicare trust funds for certain ex-
penditures relating to union represent-
atives at the Social Security Adminis-
tration and the Department of Health 
and Human Services. 

S. 2005 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-

setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2005, A bill to prohibit the 
restriction of certain types of medical 
communications between a health care 
provider and a patient. 

S. 2031 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2031, a bill to provide 
health plan protections for individuals 
with a mental illness. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 52 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, his 

name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 52, a joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States to 
protect the rights of victims of crimes. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 288—RE-
GARDING THE UNITED STATES 
RESPONSE TO IRAQI AGGRES-
SION 

Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. LOTT, for 
himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. THURMOND, 
and Mr. WARNER) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to. 

S. RES. 288 
Whereas the United States and its allies 

have vital interests in ensuring regional sta-
bility in the Persian Gulf; 

Whereas on August 31, 1996, Saddam Hus-
sein, despite warnings from the United 
States, began an unprovoked, unjustified, 
and brutal attack on the civilian population 
in and around Irbil in northern Iraq, aligning 
himself with one Kurdish faction to assault 
another, thereby causing the deaths of hun-
dreds of innocent civilians; and 

Whereas the United States responded to 
Saddam Hussein’s aggression on September 
3, 1996 by destroying some of the Iraqi air de-
fense installations and announcing the ex-
pansion of the southern no-fly zone over 
Iraq: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate commends the 
military actions taken by and the perform-
ance of the United States Armed Forces, 
under the direction of the Commander-in- 
Chief, for carrying out this military mission 
in a highly professional, efficient and effec-
tive manner. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997 

HOLLINGS AMENDMENT NO. 5187 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. HOLLINGS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill (H.R. 
3666) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
for sundry independent agencies, 
boards, commissions, corporations, and 
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following new section: 
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SEC. . COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANTS. 
Section 102(a)(6)(D) of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5302(a)(6)(D)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (v), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(vi) has entered into a local cooperation 
agreement with a metropolitan city that re-
ceived assistance under section 106 because 
of such classification, and has elected under 
paragraph (4) to have its population included 
with the population of the county for the 
purposes of qualifying as an urban county, 
except that to qualify as an urban county 
under this clause, the county must— 

‘‘(I) have a combined population of not less 
than 210,000, excluding any metropolitan city 
located in the county that is not relin-
quishing its metropolitan city classification, 
according to the 1990 decennial census of the 
Bureau of the Census of the Department of 
Commerce; 

‘‘(II) including any metropolitan cities lo-
cated in the country, have had a decrease in 
population of 10,061 from 1992 to 1994, accord-
ing to the estimates of the Bureau of the 
Census of the Department of Commerce; and 

‘‘(III) have had a Federal naval installation 
that was more than 100 years old closed by 
action of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission appointed for 1993 under the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, 
directly resulting in a loss of employment by 
more than 7,000 Federal Government civilian 
employees and more than 15,000 active duty 
military personnel, which naval installation 
was located within 1 mile of an enterprise 
community designated by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 1391 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, which enterprise community 
has a population of not less than 20,000, ac-
cording to the 1990 decennial census of the 
Bureau of the Census of the Department of 
Commerce.’’. 

BENNETT AMENDMENT NO. 5188 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. BENNETT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, H.R. 
3666, supra; as follows: 

On page 27, line 19, strike ‘‘$969,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$969,464,442’’. 

On page 29, line 5, strike the period, and in-
sert a colon and the following: ‘‘Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, the Secretary shall provide 
$755,573 to the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy, in lieu of amounts lost to such agency in 
bond refinancings during 1994, for its use in 
accordance with the immediately preceding 
proviso.’’ 

FAIRCLOTH AMENDMENT NO. 5189 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. FAIRCLOTH) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, H.R. 
3666, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 2 . FAIR HOUSING AND FREE SPEECH. 

None of the amounts made available under 
this Act may be used during fiscal year 1997 
to investigate or prosecute under the Fair 
Housing Act any otherwise lawful activity 
engaged in by one or more persons, including 
the filing or maintaining of a nonfrivolous 
legal action, that is engaged in solely for the 
purpose of achieving or preventing action by 
a government official or entity, or a court of 
competent jurisdiction. 

DASCHLE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5190 

Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. SIMON, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
REID, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, and Mr. KOHL) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, H.R. 3666, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 97, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 421. (a) The purpose of this section is 
to provide for the special needs of certain 
children of Vietnam veterans who were born 
with the birth defect spina bifida, possibly as 
the result of the exposure of one or both par-
ents to herbicides during active service in 
the Republic of Vietnam during the Vietnam 
era, through the provision of health care and 
monetary benefits. 

(b)(1) Part II of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after chapter 
17 the following new chapter: 
‘‘CHAPTER 18—BENEFITS FOR CHILDREN 

OF VIETNAM VETERANS WHO ARE BORN 
WITH SPINA BIFIDA 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘1801. Definitions. 
‘‘1802. Spina bifida conditions covered. 
‘‘1803. Health care. 
‘‘1804. Vocational training and rehabilita-

tion. 
‘‘1805. Monetary allowance. 
‘‘1806. Effective date of awards. 
‘‘§ 1801. Definitions 

‘‘For the purposes of this chapter— 
‘‘(1) The term ‘child’, with respect to a 

Vietnam veteran, means a natural child of 
the Vietnam veteran, regardless of age or 
marital status, who was conceived after the 
date on which the veteran first entered the 
Republic of Vietnam during the Vietnam era. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘Vietnam veteran’ means a 
veteran who performed active military, 
naval, or air service in the Republic of Viet-
nam during the Vietnam era. 
‘‘§ 1802. Spina bifida conditions covered 

‘‘This chapter applies with respect to all 
forms and manifestations of spina bifida ex-
cept spina bifida occulta. 
‘‘§ 1803. Health care 

‘‘(a) In accordance with regulations which 
the Secretary shall prescribe, the Secretary 
shall provide a child of a Vietnam veteran 
who is suffering from spina bifida with such 
health care as the Secretary determines is 
needed by the child for the spina bifida or 
any disability that is associated with such 
condition. 

‘‘(b) The Secretary may provide health 
care under this section directly or by con-
tract or other arrangement with any health 
care provider. 

‘‘(c) For the purposes of this section— 
‘‘(1) The term ‘health care’— 
‘‘(A) means home care, hospital care, nurs-

ing home care, outpatient care, preventive 
care, habilitative and rehabilitative care, 
case management, and respite care; and 

‘‘(B) includes— 
‘‘(i) the training of appropriate members of 

a child’s family or household in the care of 
the child; and 

‘‘(ii) the provision of such pharma-
ceuticals, supplies, equipment, devices, ap-
pliances, assistive technology, direct trans-
portation costs to and from approved sources 
of health care, and other materials as the 
Secretary determines necessary. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘health care provider’ in-
cludes specialized spina bifida clinics, health 
care plans, insurers, organizations, institu-
tions, and any other entity or individual who 
furnishes health care that the Secretary de-
termines authorized under this section. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘home care’ means out-
patient care, habilitative and rehabilitative 
care, preventive health services, and health- 
related services furnished to an individual in 
the individual’s home or other place of resi-
dence. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘hospital care’ means care 
and treatment for a disability furnished to 
an individual who has been admitted to a 
hospital as a patient. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘nursing home care’ means 
care and treatment for a disability furnished 
to an individual who has been admitted to a 
nursing home as a resident. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘outpatient care’ means care 
and treatment of a disability, and preventive 
health services, furnished to an individual 
other than hospital care or nursing home 
care. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘preventive care’ means care 
and treatment furnished to prevent dis-
ability or illness, including periodic exami-
nations, immunizations, patient health edu-
cation, and such other services as the Sec-
retary determines necessary to provide effec-
tive and economical preventive health care. 

‘‘(8) The term ‘habilitative and rehabilita-
tive care’ means such professional, coun-
seling, and guidance services and treatment 
programs (other than vocational training 
under section 1804 of this title) as are nec-
essary to develop, maintain, or restore, to 
the maximum extent practicable, the func-
tioning of a disabled person. 

‘‘(9) The term ‘respite care’ means care fur-
nished on an intermittent basis for a limited 
period to an individual who resides primarily 
in a private residence when such care will 
help the individual to continue residing in 
such private residence. 
‘‘§ 1804. Vocational training and rehabilita-

tion 
‘‘(a) Pursuant to such regulations as the 

Secretary may prescribe, the Secretary may 
provide vocational training under this sec-
tion to a child of a Vietnam veteran who is 
suffering from spina bifida if the Secretary 
determines that the achievement of a voca-
tional goal by such child is reasonably fea-
sible. 

‘‘(b) Any program of vocational training 
for a child under this section shall be de-
signed in consultation with the child in 
order to meet the child’s individual needs 
and shall be set forth in an individualized 
written plan of vocational rehabilitation. 

‘‘(c)(1) A vocational training program for a 
child under this section— 

‘‘(A) shall consist of such vocationally ori-
ented services and assistance, including such 
placement and post-placement services and 
personal and work adjustment training, as 
the Secretary determines are necessary to 
enable the child to prepare for and partici-
pate in vocational training or employment; 
and 

‘‘(B) may include a program of education 
at an institution of higher education if the 
Secretary determines that the program of 
education is predominantly vocational in 
content. 

‘‘(2) A vocational training program under 
this subsection may not include the provi-
sion of any loan or subsistence allowance or 
any automobile adaptive equipment. 

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) 
and subject to subsection (e)(2), a vocational 
training program under this section may not 
exceed 24 months. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary may grant an extension 
of a vocational training program for a child 
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under this section for up to 24 additional 
months if the Secretary determines that the 
extension is necessary in order for the child 
to achieve a vocational goal identified (be-
fore the end of the first 24 months of such 
program) in the written plan of vocational 
rehabilitation formulated for the child pur-
suant to subsection (b). 

‘‘(e)(1) A child who is pursuing a program 
of vocational training under this section and 
is also eligible for assistance under a pro-
gram under chapter 35 of this title may not 
receive assistance under both such programs 
concurrently. The child shall elect (in such 
form and manner as the Secretary may pre-
scribe) the program under which the child is 
to receive assistance. 

‘‘(2) The aggregate period for which a child 
may receive assistance under this section 
and chapter 35 of this title may not exceed 48 
months (or the part-time equivalent there-
of). 
‘‘§ 1805. Monetary allowance 

‘‘(a) The Secretary shall pay a monthly al-
lowance under this chapter to any child of a 
Vietnam veteran for any disability resulting 
from spina bifida suffered by such child. 

‘‘(b)(1) The amount of the allowance paid 
to a child under this section shall be based 
on the degree of disability suffered by the 
child, as determined in accordance with such 
schedule for rating disabilities resulting 
from spina bifida as the Secretary may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall, in prescribing the 
rating schedule for the purposes of this sec-
tion, establish three levels of disability upon 
which the amount of the allowance provided 
by this section shall be based. 

‘‘(3) The amounts of the allowance shall be 
$200 per month for the lowest level of dis-
ability prescribed, $700 per month for the in-
termediate level of disability prescribed, and 
$1,200 per month for the highest level of dis-
ability prescribed. Such amounts are subject 
to adjustment under section 5312 of this 
title. 

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, receipt by a child of an allowance 
under this section shall not impair, infringe, 
or otherwise affect the right of the child to 
receive any other benefit to which the child 
may otherwise be entitled under any law ad-
ministered by the Secretary, nor shall re-
ceipt of such an allowance impair, infringe, 
or otherwise affect the right of any indi-
vidual to receive any benefit to which the in-
dividual is entitled under any law adminis-
tered by the Secretary that is based on the 
child’s relationship to the individual. 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the allowance paid to a child under 
this section shall not be considered income 
or resources in determining eligibility for or 
the amount of benefits under any Federal or 
federally assisted program. 
‘‘§ 1806. Effective date of awards 

‘‘The effective date for an award of benefits 
under this chapter shall be fixed in accord-
ance with the facts found, but shall not be 
earlier than the date of receipt of applica-
tion for the benefits.’’. 

(2) The tables of chapters before part I and 
at the beginning of part II of such title are 
each amended by inserting after the item re-
ferring to chapter 17 the following new item: 
‘‘18. Benefits for Children of Vietnam 

Veterans Who Are Born With 
Spina Bifida ................................. 1801’’. 

(c) Section 5312 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking out ‘‘and the rate of in-

creased pension’’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘‘, the rate of increased pension’’; and 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘on account of chil-
dren,’’ the following: ‘‘and each rate of 

monthly allowance paid under section 1805 of 
this title,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking out 
‘‘and 1542’’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘‘1542, and 1805’’. 

(d) This section and the amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on January 
1, 1997. 

SEC. 422. (a) Section 1151 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘(a) Compensation under this chapter and 
dependency and indemnity compensation 
under chapter 13 of this title shall be award-
ed for a qualifying additional disability or a 
qualifying death of a veteran in the same 
manner as if such additional disability or 
death were service-connected. For purposes 
of this section, a disability or death is a 
qualifying additional disability or qualifying 
death if the disability or death was not the 
result of the veteran’s willful misconduct 
and— 

‘‘(1) the disability or death was caused by 
hospital care, medical or surgical treatment, 
or examination furnished the veteran under 
any law administered by the Secretary, ei-
ther by a Department employee or in a De-
partment facility as defined in section 
1701(3)(A) of this title, and the proximate 
cause of the disability or death was— 

‘‘(A) carelessness, negligence, lack of prop-
er skill, error in judgment, or similar in-
stance of fault on the part of the Department 
in furnishing the hospital care, medical or 
surgical treatment, or examination; or 

‘‘(B) an event not reasonably foreseeable; 
or 

‘‘(2) the disability or death was proxi-
mately caused by the provision of training 
and rehabilitation services by the Secretary 
(including by a service-provider used by the 
Secretary for such purpose under section 3115 
of this title) as part of an approved rehabili-
tation program under chapter 31 of this 
title.’’; and 

(2) in the second sentence— 
(A) by redesignating that sentence as sub-

section (b); 
(B) by striking out ‘‘, aggravation,’’ both 

places it appears; and 
(C) by striking out ‘‘sentence’’ and sub-

stituting in lieu thereof ‘‘subsection’’. 
(b)(1) The amendments made by subsection 

(a) shall take effect on October 1, 1996. 
(2) Section 1151 of title 38, United States 

Code (as amended by subsection (a)), shall 
govern all administrative and judicial deter-
minations of eligibility for benefits under 
such section that are made with respect to 
claims filed on or after the effective date set 
forth in paragraph (1), including those based 
on original applications and applications 
seeking to reopen, revise, reconsider, or oth-
erwise readjudicate on any basis claims for 
benefits under such section 1151 or any provi-
sion of law that is a predecessor of such sec-
tion. 

HELMS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5191 

Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. THUR-
MOND, and Mr. COVERDELL) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, H.R. 3666, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 39, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘Of the amount made available under this 
heading, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, $20,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to entities managing or operating 
public housing developments, Federally-as-
sisted multifamily-housing developments, or 
other multifamily-housing developments for 

low-income families supported by non-Fed-
eral governmental entities or similar hous-
ing developments supported by private 
sources, to reimburse local law enforcement 
entities for additional police presence in and 
around such housing developments; to pro-
vide or augment such security services by 
other entities or employees of the recipient 
agency; to assist in the investigation and/or 
prosecution of drug related criminal activity 
in and around such developments; and to 
provide assistance for the development of 
capital improvements at such developments 
directly relating to the security of such de-
velopments: Provided, That such grants shall 
be made on a competitive basis as specified 
in section 102 of the HUD Reform Act.’’ 

BRADLEY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5192 

Mr. BRADLEY (for himself, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. FRIST, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. DEWINE, 
Mr. REID, Mr. PELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. WELLSTONE, Ms. MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. FORD, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. KERREY, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. KERRY, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. STEVENS, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. D’AMATO, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DORGAN, 
and Mr. WYDEN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE ll—NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’ 
HEALTH PROTECTION ACT OF 1996 

SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Newborns’ 

and Mothers’ Health Protection Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the length of post-delivery inpatient 

care should be based on the unique charac-
teristics of each mother and her newborn 
child, taking into consideration the health of 
the mother, the health and stability of the 
newborn, the ability and confidence of the 
mother and father to care for the newborn, 
the adequacy of support systems at home, 
and the access of the mother and newborn to 
appropriate follow-up health care; and 

(2) the timing of the discharge of a mother 
and her newborn child from the hospital 
should be made by the attending provider in 
consultation with the mother. 
SEC. ll3. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM 

HOSPITAL STAY FOLLOWING BIRTH. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), a health plan or an employee 
health benefit plan that provides maternity 
benefits, including benefits for childbirth, 
shall ensure that coverage is provided with 
respect to a mother who is a participant, 
beneficiary, or policyholder under such plan 
and her newborn child for a minimum of 48 
hours of inpatient length of stay following a 
normal vaginal delivery, and a minimum of 
96 hours of inpatient length of stay following 
a caesarean section, without requiring the 
attending provider to obtain authorization 
from the health plan or employee health ben-
efit plan. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), a health plan or an employee 
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health benefit plan shall not be required to 
provide coverage for post-delivery inpatient 
length of stay for a mother who is a partici-
pant, beneficiary, or policyholder under such 
plan and her newborn child for the period re-
ferred to in subsection (a) if— 

(1) a decision to discharge the mother and 
her newborn child prior to the expiration of 
such period is made by the attending pro-
vider in consultation with the mother; and 

(2) the health plan or employee health ben-
efit plan provides coverage for post-delivery 
follow-up care as described in section ll4. 
SEC. ll4. POST-DELIVERY FOLLOW-UP CARE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a deci-

sion to discharge a mother and her newborn 
child from the inpatient setting prior to the 
expiration of 48 hours following a normal 
vaginal delivery or 96 hours following a cae-
sarean section, the health plan or employee 
health benefit plan shall provide coverage 
for timely post-delivery care. Such health 
care shall be provided to a mother and her 
newborn child by a registered nurse, physi-
cian, nurse practitioner, nurse midwife or 
physician assistant experienced in maternal 
and child health in— 

(A) the home, a provider’s office, a hos-
pital, a birthing center, an intermediate care 
facility, a federally qualified health center, a 
federally qualified rural health clinic, or a 
State health department maternity clinic; or 

(B) another setting determined appropriate 
under regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services; 
except that such coverage shall ensure that 
the mother has the option to be provided 
with such care in the home. The attending 
provider in consultation with the mother 
shall decide the most appropriate location 
for follow-up care. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS BY SECRETARY.—In pro-
mulgating regulations under paragraph 
(1)(B), the Secretary shall consider telemedi-
cine and other innovative means to provide 
follow-up care and shall consider care in 
both urban and rural settings. 

(b) TIMELY CARE.—As used in subsection 
(a), the term ‘‘timely post-delivery care’’ 
means health care that is provided— 

(1) following the discharge of a mother and 
her newborn child from the inpatient set-
ting; and 

(2) in a manner that meets the health care 
needs of the mother and her newborn child, 
that provides for the appropriate monitoring 
of the conditions of the mother and child, 
and that occurs not later than the 72-hour 
period immediately following discharge. 

(c) CONSISTENCY WITH STATE LAW.—The 
Secretary shall, with respect to regulations 
promulgated under subsection (a) concerning 
appropriate post-delivery care settings, en-
sure that, to the extent practicable, such 
regulations are consistent with State licens-
ing and practice laws. 
SEC. ll5. PROHIBITIONS. 

In implementing the requirements of this 
title, a health plan or an employee health 
benefit plan may not— 

(1) deny enrollment, renewal, or continued 
coverage to a mother and her newborn child 
who are participants, beneficiaries or policy-
holders based on compliance with this title; 

(2) provide monetary payments or rebates 
to mothers to encourage such mothers to re-
quest less than the minimum coverage re-
quired under this title; 

(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit 
the reimbursement of an attending provider 
because such provider provided treatment in 
accordance with this title; or 

(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such 
provider to provide treatment to an indi-
vidual policyholder, participant, or bene-
ficiary in a manner inconsistent with this 
title. 

SEC. ll6. NOTICE. 
(a) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN.—An 

employee health benefit plan shall provide 
conspicuous notice to each participant re-
garding coverage required under this Act not 
later than 120 days after the date of enact-
ment of this title, and as part of its sum-
mary plan description. 

(b) HEALTH PLAN.—A health plan shall pro-
vide notice to each policyholder regarding 
coverage required under this title. Such no-
tice shall be in writing, prominently posi-
tioned, and be transmitted— 

(1) in a mailing made within 120 days of the 
date of enactment of this title by such plan 
to the policyholder; and 

(2) as part of the annual informational 
packet sent to the policyholder. 
SEC. ll7. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A requirement or stand-

ard imposed under this title on a health plan 
shall be deemed to be a requirement or 
standard imposed on the health plan issuer. 
Such requirements or standards shall be en-
forced by the State insurance commissioner 
for the State involved or the official or offi-
cials designated by the State to enforce the 
requirements of this title. In the case of a 
health plan offered by a health plan issuer in 
connection with an employee health benefit 
plan, the requirements or standards imposed 
under this title shall be enforced with re-
spect to the health plan issuer by the State 
insurance commissioner for the State in-
volved or the official or officials designated 
by the State to enforce the requirements of 
this title. 

(2) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in sec-
tion ll8(c), the Secretary shall not enforce 
the requirements or standards of this title as 
they relate to health plan issuers or health 
plans. In no case shall a State enforce the re-
quirements or standards of this title as they 
relate to employee health benefit plans. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to affect or mod-
ify the provisions of section 514 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1144). 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this title shall be construed to require that 
a mother who is a participant, beneficiary, 
or policyholder covered under this title— 

(1) give birth in a hospital; or 
(2) stay in the hospital for a fixed period of 

time following the birth of her child. 
SEC. ll8. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) HEALTH PLAN ISSUERS.—Each State 
shall require that each health plan issued, 
sold, renewed, offered for sale or operated in 
such State by a health plan issuer meet the 
standards established under this title. A 
State shall submit such information as re-
quired by the Secretary demonstrating effec-
tive implementation of the requirements of 
this title. 

(b) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS.— 
With respect to employee health benefit 
plans, the standards established under this 
title shall be enforced in the same manner as 
provided for under sections 502, 504, 506, and 
510 of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1132, 1134, 1136, 
and 1140). The civil penalties contained in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 502(c) of 
such Act (29 U.S.C. 1132(c)(1) and (2)) shall 
apply to any information required by the 
Secretary to be disclosed and reported under 
this section. 

(c) FAILURE TO ENFORCE.—In the case of 
the failure of a State to substantially en-
force the standards and requirements set 
forth in this title with respect to health 
plans, the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
shall enforce the standards of this title in 
such State. In the case of a State that fails 
to substantially enforce the standards set 
forth in this title, each health plan issuer op-

erating in such State shall be subject to civil 
enforcement as provided for under sections 
502, 504, 506, and 510 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1132, 1134, 1136, and 1140). The civil penalties 
contained in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 
502(c) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1132(c)(1) and (2)) 
shall apply to any information required by 
the Secretary to be disclosed and reported 
under this section. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, may promulgate such regu-
lations as may be necessary or appropriate 
to carry out this title. 

SEC. ll9. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) ATTENDING PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘at-

tending provider’’ shall include— 
(A) the obstetrician-gynecologists, pedia-

tricians, family physicians, and other physi-
cians primarily responsible for the care of a 
mother and newborn; and 

(B) the nurse midwives and nurse practi-
tioners primarily responsible for the care of 
a mother and her newborn child in accord-
ance with State licensure and certification 
laws. 

(2) BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘‘beneficiary’’ 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 3(8) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(8)). 

(3) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘employee 

health benefit plan’’ means any employee 
welfare benefit plan, governmental plan, or 
church plan (as defined under paragraphs (1), 
(32), and (33) of section 3 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1002 (1), (32), and (33))) that provides or 
pays for health benefits (such as provider 
and hospital benefits) for participants and 
beneficiaries whether— 

(i) directly; 
(ii) through a health plan offered by a 

health plan issuer as defined in paragraph 
(4); or 

(iii) otherwise. 
(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—An employee 

health benefit plan shall not be construed to 
be a health plan or a health plan issuer. 

(C) ARRANGEMENTS NOT INCLUDED.—Such 
term does not include the following, or any 
combination thereof: 

(i) Coverage only for accident, or disability 
income insurance, or any combination there-
of. 

(ii) Medicare supplemental health insur-
ance (as defined under section 1882(g)(1) of 
the Social Security Act). 

(iii) Coverage issued as a supplement to li-
ability insurance. 

(iv) Liability insurance, including general 
liability insurance and automobile liability 
insurance. 

(v) Workers compensation or similar insur-
ance. 

(vi) Automobile medical payment insur-
ance. 

(vii) Coverage for a specified disease or ill-
ness. 

(viii) Hospital or fixed indemnity insur-
ance. 

(ix) Short-term limited duration insur-
ance. 

(x) Credit-only, dental-only, or vision-only 
insurance. 

(xi) A health insurance policy providing 
benefits only for long-term care, nursing 
home care, home health care, community- 
based care, or any combination thereof. 

(4) GROUP PURCHASER.—The term ‘‘group 
purchaser’’ means any person (as defined 
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under paragraph (9) of section 3 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(9)) or entity that pur-
chases or pays for health benefits (such as 
provider or hospital benefits) on behalf of 
participants or beneficiaries in connection 
with an employee health benefit plan. 

(5) HEALTH PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘health plan’’ 

means any group health plan or individual 
health plan. 

(B) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.—The term ‘‘group 
health plan’’ means any contract, policy, 
certificate or other arrangement offered by a 
health plan issuer to a group purchaser that 
provides or pays for health benefits (such as 
provider and hospital benefits) in connection 
with an employee health benefit plan. 

(C) INDIVIDUAL HEALTH PLAN.—The term 
‘‘individual health plan’’ means any con-
tract, policy, certificate or other arrange-
ment offered to individuals by a health plan 
issuer that provides or pays for health bene-
fits (such as provider and hospital benefits) 
and that is not a group health plan. 

(D) ARRANGEMENTS NOT INCLUDED.—Such 
term does not include the following, or any 
combination thereof: 

(i) Coverage only for accident, or disability 
income insurance, or any combination there-
of. 

(ii) Medicare supplemental health insur-
ance (as defined under section 1882(g)(1) of 
the Social Security Act). 

(iii) Coverage issued as a supplement to li-
ability insurance. 

(iv) Liability insurance, including general 
liability insurance and automobile liability 
insurance. 

(v) Workers compensation or similar insur-
ance. 

(vi) Automobile medical payment insur-
ance. 

(vii) Coverage for a specified disease or ill-
ness. 

(viii) Hospital or fixed indemnity insur-
ance. 

(ix) Short-term limited duration insur-
ance. 

(x) Credit-only, dental-only, or vision-only 
insurance. 

(xi) A health insurance policy providing 
benefits only for long-term care, nursing 
home care, home health care, community- 
based care, or any combination thereof. 

(E) CERTAIN PLANS INCLUDED.—Such term 
includes any plan or arrangement not de-
scribed in any clause of subparagraph (D) 
which provides for benefit payments, on a 
periodic basis, for— 

(i) a specified disease or illness, or 
(ii) a period of hospitalization, 

without regard to the costs incurred or serv-
ices rendered during the period to which the 
payments relate. 

(6) HEALTH PLAN ISSUER.—The term 
‘‘health plan issuer’’ means any entity that 
is licensed (prior to or after the date of en-
actment of this title) by a State to offer a 
health plan. 

(7) PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘‘participant’’ 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 3(7) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(7)). 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ un-
less otherwise specified means the Secretary 
of Labor. 
SEC. ll10. PREEMPTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of sections 
ll3, ll5, and ll6 relating to inpatient 
care shall not preempt a State law or regula-
tion— 

(1) that provides greater protections to pa-
tients or policyholders than those required 
in this title; 

(2) that requires health plans to provide 
coverage for at least 48 hours of inpatient 

length of stay following a normal vaginal de-
livery, and at least 96 hours of inpatient 
length of stay following a caesarean section; 

(3) that requires health plans to provide 
coverage for maternity and pediatric care in 
accordance with guidelines established by 
the American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists, the American Academy of Pe-
diatrics, or other established professional 
medical associations; or 

(4) that leaves decisions regarding appro-
priate length of stay entirely to the attend-
ing provider, in consultation with the moth-
er. 

(b) FOLLOW-UP CARE.—The provisions of 
section ll4 relating to follow-up care shall 
not preempt those provisions of State law or 
regulation that provide comparable or great-
er protection to patients or policyholders 
than those required under this title or that 
provide mothers and newborns with an op-
tion of timely post delivery follow-up care 
(as defined in section ll4(b)) in the home. 

(c) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS.— 
Nothing in this section affects the applica-
tion of this title to employee health benefit 
plans, as defined in section ll9(3). 
SEC. ll11. REPORTS TO CONGRESS CON-

CERNING CHILDBIRTH. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) childbirth is one part of a continuum of 

experience that includes prepregnancy, preg-
nancy and prenatal care, labor and delivery, 
the immediate postpartum period, and a 
longer period of adjustment for the newborn, 
the mother, and the family; 

(2) health care practices across this con-
tinuum are changing in response to health 
care financing and delivery system changes, 
science and clinical research, and patient 
preferences; and 

(3) there is a need to— 
(A) examine the issues and consequences 

associated with the length of hospital stays 
following childbirth; 

(B) examine the follow-up practices for 
mothers and newborns used in conjunction 
with shorter hospital stays; 

(C) identify appropriate health care prac-
tices and procedures with regard to the hos-
pital discharge of newborns and mothers; 

(D) examine the extent to which such care 
is affected by family and environmental fac-
tors; and 

(E) examine the content of care during hos-
pital stays following childbirth. 

(b) ADVISORY PANEL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this title, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall establish an advisory panel (hereafter 
referred to in this section as the ‘‘advisory 
panel’’) to— 

(A) guide and review methods, procedures, 
and data collection necessary to conduct the 
study described in subsection (c) that is in-
tended to enhance the quality, safety, and ef-
fectiveness of health care services provided 
to mothers and newborns; 

(B) develop a consensus among the mem-
bers of the advisory panel regarding the ap-
propriateness of the specific requirements of 
this title; and 

(C) prepare and submit to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, as part of the 
report of the Secretary submitted under sub-
section (d), a report summarizing the con-
sensus developed under subparagraph (B) if 
any, including the reasons for not reaching 
such a consensus. 

(2) PARTICIPATION.— 
(A) DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVES.—The 

Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall ensure that representatives from with-
in the Department of Health and Human 
Services that have expertise in the area of 
maternal and child health or in outcomes re-

search are appointed to the advisory panel 
established under paragraph (1). 

(B) REPRESENTATIVES OF PUBLIC AND PRI-
VATE SECTOR ENTITIES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall ensure that mem-
bers of the advisory panel include represent-
atives of public and private sector entities 
having knowledge or experience in one or 
more of the following areas: 

(I) Patient care. 
(II) Patient education. 
(III) Quality assurance. 
(IV) Outcomes research. 
(V) Consumer issues. 
(ii) REQUIREMENT.—The panel shall include 

representatives from each of the following 
categories: 

(I) Health care practitioners. 
(II) Health plans. 
(III) Hospitals. 
(IV) Employers. 
(V) States. 
(VI) Consumers. 
(c) STUDIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall conduct a study 
of— 

(A) the factors affecting the continuum of 
care with respect to maternal and child 
health care, including outcomes following 
childbirth; 

(B) the factors determining the length of 
hospital stay following childbirth; 

(C) the diversity of negative or positive 
outcomes affecting mothers, infants, and 
families; 

(D) the manner in which post natal care 
has changed over time and the manner in 
which that care has adapted or related to 
changes in the length of hospital stay, tak-
ing into account— 

(i) the types of post natal care available 
and the extent to which such care is 
accessed; and 

(ii) the challenges associated with pro-
viding post natal care to all populations, in-
cluding vulnerable populations, and solu-
tions for overcoming these challenges; and 

(E) the financial incentives that may— 
(i) impact the health of newborns and 

mothers; and 
(ii) influence the clinical decisionmaking 

of health care providers. 
(2) RESOURCES.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall provide to the ad-
visory panel the resources necessary to carry 
out the duties of the advisory panel. 

(d) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall prepare and sub-
mit to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources of the Senate and the Committee 
on Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives a report that contains— 

(A) a summary of the study conducted 
under subsection (c); 

(B) a summary of the best practices used in 
the public and private sectors for the care of 
newborns and mothers; 

(C) recommendations for improvements in 
prenatal care, post natal care, delivery and 
follow-up care, and whether the implementa-
tion of such improvements should be accom-
plished by the private health care sector, 
Federal or State governments, or any com-
bination thereof; and 

(D) limitations on the databases in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this title. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.—The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall prepare 
and submit to the Committees referred to in 
paragraph (1)— 

(A) an initial report concerning the study 
conducted under subsection (c) and the re-
port required under subsection (d), not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of this title; 
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(B) an interim report concerning such 

study and report not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this title; and 

(C) a final report concerning such study 
and report not later than 5 years after the 
date of enactment of this title. 

(e) TERMINATION OF PANEL.—The advisory 
panel shall terminate on the date that oc-
curs 60 days after the date on which the last 
report is submitted under this section. 
SEC. ll12. SALE OF GOVERNORS ISLAND, NEW 

YORK. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Administrator of 
General Services shall dispose of by sale at 
fair market value all rights, title, and inter-
ests of the United States in and to the land 
of, and improvements to, Governors Island, 
New York. 

(b) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.—Before a sale 
is made under subsection (a) to any other 
parties, the State of New York and the city 
of New York shall be given the right of first 
refusal to purchase all or part of Governors 
Island. Such right may be exercised by either 
the State of New York or the city of New 
York or by both parties acting jointly. 

(c) PROCEEDS.—Proceeds from the disposal 
of Governors Island under subsection (a) 
shall be deposited in the general fund of the 
Treasury and credited as miscellaneous re-
ceipts. 
SEC. ll13. SALE OF AIR RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Administrator of 
General Services shall sell, at fair market 
value and in a manner to be determined by 
the Administrator, the air rights adjacent to 
Washington Union Station described in sub-
section (b), including air rights conveyed to 
the Administrator under subsection (d). The 
Administrator shall complete the sale by 
such date as is necessary to ensure that the 
proceeds from the sale will be deposited in 
accordance with subsection (c). 

(b) DESCRIPTION.—The air rights referred to 
in subsection (a) total approximately 16.5 
acres and are depicted on the plat map of the 
District of Columbia as follows: 

(1) Part of lot 172, square 720. 
(2) Part of lots 172 and 823, square 720. 
(3) Part of lot 811, square 717. 
(c) PROCEEDS.—Before September 30, 1997, 

proceeds from the sale of air rights under 
subsection (a) shall be deposited in the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury and credited as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

(d) CONVEYANCE OF AMTRAK AIR RIGHTS.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—As a condition of fu-

ture Federal financial assistance, Amtrak 
shall convey to the Administrator of General 
Services on or before December 31, 1996, at no 
charge, all of the air rights of Amtrak de-
scribed in subsection (b). 

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If Amtrak does 
not meet the condition established by para-
graph (1), Amtrak shall be prohibited from 
obligating Federal funds after March 1, 1997. 
SEC. ll14. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided for in this 
title, the provisions of this title shall apply 
as follows: 

(1) With respect to health plans, such pro-
visions shall apply to such plans on the first 
day of the contract year beginning on or 
after January 1, 1998. 

(2) With respect to employee health benefit 
plans, such provisions shall apply to such 
plans on the first day of the first plan year 
beginning on or after January 1, 1998. 

FRIST AMENDMENT NO. 5193 
Mr. FRIST proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 5192 proposed by Mr. 
BRADLEY to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; as 
follows: 

Strike all after the first word of the 
amendment and insert the following: 

ll—NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’ HEALTH 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1996 

SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Newborns’ 

and Mothers’ Health Protection Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the length of post-delivery inpatient 

care should be based on the unique charac-
teristics of each mother and her newborn 
child, taking into consideration the health of 
the mother, the health and stability of the 
newborn, the ability and confidence of the 
mother and father to care for the newborn, 
the adequacy of support systems at home, 
and the access of the mother and newborn to 
appropriate follow-up health care; and 

(2) the timing of the discharge of a mother 
and her newborn child from the hospital 
should be made by the attending provider in 
consultation with the mother. 
SEC. ll3. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM 

HOSPITAL STAY FOLLOWING BIRTH. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), a health plan or an employee 
health benefit plan that provides maternity 
benefits, including benefits for childbirth, 
shall ensure that coverage is provided with 
respect to a mother who is a participant, 
beneficiary, or policyholder under such plan 
and her newborn child for a minimum of 48 
hours of inpatient length of stay following a 
normal vaginal delivery, and a minimum of 
96 hours of inpatient length of stay following 
a caesarean section, without requiring the 
attending provider to obtain authorization 
from the health plan or employee health ben-
efit plan. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), a health plan or an employee 
health benefit plan shall not be required to 
provide coverage for post-delivery inpatient 
length of stay for a mother who is a partici-
pant, beneficiary, or policyholder under such 
plan and her newborn child for the period re-
ferred to in subsection (a) if— 

(1) a decision to discharge the mother and 
her newborn child prior to the expiration of 
such period is made by the attending pro-
vider in consultation with the mother; and 

(2) the health plan or employee health ben-
efit plan provides coverage for post-delivery 
follow-up care as described in section ll4. 
SEC. ll4. POST-DELIVERY FOLLOW-UP CARE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a deci-

sion to discharge a mother and her newborn 
child from the inpatient setting prior to the 
expiration of 48 hours following a normal 
vaginal delivery or 96 hours following a cae-
sarean section, the health plan or employee 
health benefit plan shall provide coverage 
for timely post-delivery care. Such health 
care shall be provided to a mother and her 
newborn child by a registered nurse, physi-
cian, nurse practitioner, nurse midwife or 
physician assistant experienced in maternal 
and child health in— 

(A) the home, a provider’s office, a hos-
pital, a birthing center, an intermediate care 
facility, a federally qualified health center, a 
federally qualified rural health clinic, or a 
State health department maternity clinic; or 

(B) another setting determined appropriate 
under regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 
The attending provider in consultation with 
the mother shall decide the most appropriate 
location for follow-up care. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS BY SECRETARY.—In pro-
mulgating regulations under paragraph 
(1)(B), the Secretary shall consider telemedi-
cine and other innovative means to provide 
follow-up care and shall consider care in 
both urban and rural settings. 

(b) TIMELY CARE.—As used in subsection 
(a), the term ‘‘timely post-delivery care’’ 
means health care that is provided— 

(1) following the discharge of a mother and 
her newborn child from the inpatient set-
ting; and 

(2) in a manner that meets the health care 
needs of the mother and her newborn child, 
that provides for the appropriate monitoring 
of the conditions of the mother and child, 
and that occurs not later than the 72-hour 
period immediately following discharge. 

(c) CONSISTENCY WITH STATE LAW.—The 
Secretary shall, with respect to regulations 
promulgated under subsection (a) concerning 
appropriate post-delivery care settings, en-
sure that, to the extent practicable, such 
regulations are consistent with State licens-
ing and practice laws. 

SEC. ll5. PROHIBITIONS. 

In implementing the requirements of this 
title, a health plan or an employee health 
benefit plan may not— 

(1) deny enrollment, renewal, or continued 
coverage to a mother and her newborn child 
who are participants, beneficiaries or policy-
holders based on compliance with this title; 

(2) provide monetary payments or rebates 
to mothers to encourage such mothers to re-
quest less than the minimum coverage re-
quired under this title; 

(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit 
the reimbursement of an attending provider 
because such provider provided treatment to 
an individual patient in accordance with this 
title; or 

(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such 
provider to provide treatment to an indi-
vidual policyholder, participant, or bene-
ficiary in a manner inconsistent with this 
title. 

SEC. ll6. NOTICE. 

(a) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN.—An 
employee health benefit plan shall provide 
conspicuous notice to each participant re-
garding coverage required under this Act not 
later than 120 days after the date of enact-
ment of this title, and as part of its sum-
mary plan description. 

(b) HEALTH PLAN.—A health plan shall pro-
vide notice to each policyholder regarding 
coverage required under this title. Such no-
tice shall be in writing, prominently posi-
tioned, and be transmitted— 

(1) in a mailing made within 120 days of the 
date of enactment of this title by such plan 
to the policyholder; and 

(2) as part of the annual informational 
packet sent to the policyholder. 

SEC. ll7. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A requirement or stand-

ard imposed under this title on a health plan 
shall be deemed to be a requirement or 
standard imposed on the health plan issuer. 
Such requirements or standards shall be en-
forced by the State insurance commissioner 
for the State involved or the official or offi-
cials designated by the State to enforce the 
requirements of this title. In the case of a 
health plan offered by a health plan issuer in 
connection with an employee health benefit 
plan, the requirements or standards imposed 
under this title shall be enforced with re-
spect to the health plan issuer by the State 
insurance commissioner for the State in-
volved or the official or officials designated 
by the State to enforce the requirements of 
this title. 

(2) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in sec-
tion ll8(c), the Secretary shall not enforce 
the requirements or standards of this title as 
they relate to health plan issuers or health 
plans. In no case shall a State enforce the re-
quirements or standards of this title as they 
relate to employee health benefit plans. 
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(b) ERISA.—Nothing in this title shall be 

construed to affect or modify the provisions 
of section 514 of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1144). 

(c) EFFECT ON MOTHER.—Nothing in this 
title shall be construed to require that a 
mother who is a participant, beneficiary, or 
policyholder covered under this title— 

(1) give birth in a hospital; or 
(2) stay in the hospital for a fixed period of 

time following the birth of her child. 
(d) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.— 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
prevent a health plan or an employee health 
benefit plan from negotiating the level and 
type of reimbursement with an attending 
provider for care provided in accordance 
with this title. 
SEC. ll8. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) HEALTH PLAN ISSUERS.—Each State 
shall require that each health plan issued, 
sold, renewed, offered for sale or operated in 
such State by a health plan issuer meet the 
standards established under this title. A 
State shall submit such information as re-
quired by the Secretary demonstrating effec-
tive implementation of the requirements of 
this title. 

(b) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS.— 
With respect to employee health benefit 
plans, the standards established under this 
title shall be enforced in the same manner as 
provided for under sections 502, 504, 506, and 
510 of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1132, 1134, 1136, 
and 1140). The civil penalties contained in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 502(c) of 
such Act (29 U.S.C. 1132(c)(1) and (2)) shall 
apply to any information required by the 
Secretary to be disclosed and reported under 
this section. 

(c) FAILURE TO ENFORCE.—In the case of 
the failure of a State to substantially en-
force the standards and requirements set 
forth in this title with respect to health 
plans, the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
shall enforce the standards of this title in 
such State. In the case of a State that fails 
to substantially enforce the standards set 
forth in this title, each health plan issuer op-
erating in such State shall be subject to civil 
enforcement as provided for under sections 
502, 504, 506, and 510 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1132, 1134, 1136, and 1140). The civil penalties 
contained in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 
502(c) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1132(c)(1) and (2)) 
shall apply to any information required by 
the Secretary to be disclosed and reported 
under this section. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, may promulgate such regu-
lations as may be necessary or appropriate 
to carry out this title. 
SEC. ll9. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) ATTENDING PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘at-

tending provider’’ shall include— 
(A) the obstetrician-gynecologists, pedia-

tricians, family physicians, and other physi-
cians primarily responsible for the care of a 
mother and newborn; and 

(B) the nurse midwives and nurse practi-
tioners primarily responsible for the care of 
a mother and her newborn child in accord-
ance with State licensure and certification 
laws. 

(2) BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘‘beneficiary’’ 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 3(8) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(8)). 

(3) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘employee 

health benefit plan’’ means any employee 
welfare benefit plan, governmental plan, or 

church plan (as defined under paragraphs (1), 
(32), and (33) of section 3 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1002 (1), (32), and (33))) that provides or 
pays for health benefits (such as provider 
and hospital benefits) for participants and 
beneficiaries whether— 

(i) directly; 
(ii) through a health plan offered by a 

health plan issuer as defined in paragraph 
(4); or 

(iii) otherwise. 
(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—An employee 

health benefit plan shall not be construed to 
be a health plan or a health plan issuer. 

(C) ARRANGEMENTS NOT INCLUDED.—Such 
term does not include the following, or any 
combination thereof: 

(i) Coverage only for accident, or disability 
income insurance, or any combination there-
of. 

(ii) Medicare supplemental health insur-
ance (as defined under section 1882(g)(1) of 
the Social Security Act). 

(iii) Coverage issued as a supplement to li-
ability insurance. 

(iv) Liability insurance, including general 
liability insurance and automobile liability 
insurance. 

(v) Workers compensation or similar insur-
ance. 

(vi) Automobile medical payment insur-
ance. 

(vii) Coverage for a specified disease or ill-
ness. 

(viii) Hospital or fixed indemnity insur-
ance. 

(ix) Short-term limited duration insur-
ance. 

(x) Credit-only, dental-only, or vision-only 
insurance. 

(xi) A health insurance policy providing 
benefits only for long-term care, nursing 
home care, home health care, community- 
based care, or any combination thereof. 

(4) GROUP PURCHASER.—The term ‘‘group 
purchaser’’ means any person (as defined 
under paragraph (9) of section 3 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(9)) or entity that pur-
chases or pays for health benefits (such as 
provider or hospital benefits) on behalf of 
participants or beneficiaries in connection 
with an employee health benefit plan. 

(5) HEALTH PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘health plan’’ 

means any group health plan or individual 
health plan. 

(B) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.—The term ‘‘group 
health plan’’ means any contract, policy, 
certificate or other arrangement offered by a 
health plan issuer to a group purchaser that 
provides or pays for health benefits (such as 
provider and hospital benefits) in connection 
with an employee health benefit plan. 

(C) INDIVIDUAL HEALTH PLAN.—The term 
‘‘individual health plan’’ means any con-
tract, policy, certificate or other arrange-
ment offered to individuals by a health plan 
issuer that provides or pays for health bene-
fits (such as provider and hospital benefits) 
and that is not a group health plan. 

(D) ARRANGEMENTS NOT INCLUDED.—Such 
term does not include the following, or any 
combination thereof: 

(i) Coverage only for accident, or disability 
income insurance, or any combination there-
of. 

(ii) Medicare supplemental health insur-
ance (as defined under section 1882(g)(1) of 
the Social Security Act). 

(iii) Coverage issued as a supplement to li-
ability insurance. 

(iv) Liability insurance, including general 
liability insurance and automobile liability 
insurance. 

(v) Workers compensation or similar insur-
ance. 

(vi) Automobile medical payment insur-
ance. 

(vii) Coverage for a specified disease or ill-
ness. 

(viii) Hospital or fixed indemnity insur-
ance. 

(ix) Short-term limited duration insur-
ance. 

(x) Credit-only, dental-only, or vision-only 
insurance. 

(xi) A health insurance policy providing 
benefits only for long-term care, nursing 
home care, home health care, community- 
based care, or any combination thereof. 

(E) CERTAIN PLANS INCLUDED.—Such term 
includes any plan or arrangement not de-
scribed in any clause of subparagraph (D) 
which provides for benefit payments, on a 
periodic basis, for— 

(i) a specified disease or illness, or 
(ii) a period of hospitalization, 

without regard to the costs incurred or serv-
ices rendered during the period to which the 
payments relate. 

(6) HEALTH PLAN ISSUER.—The term 
‘‘health plan issuer’’ means any entity that 
is licensed (prior to or after the date of en-
actment of this title) by a State to offer a 
health plan. 

(7) PARTICIPANT.—The term ‘‘participant’’ 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 3(7) of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(7)). 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ un-
less otherwise specified means the Secretary 
of Labor. 
SEC. ll10. PREEMPTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of sections 
ll3, ll5, and ll6 relating to inpatient 
care shall not preempt a State law or regula-
tion— 

(1) that provides greater protections to pa-
tients or policyholders than those required 
in this title; 

(2) that requires health plans to provide 
coverage for at least 48 hours of inpatient 
length of stay following a normal vaginal de-
livery, and at least 96 hours of inpatient 
length of stay following a caesarean section; 

(3) that requires health plans to provide 
coverage for maternity and pediatric care in 
accordance with guidelines established by 
the American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists, the American Academy of Pe-
diatrics, or other established professional 
medical associations; or 

(4) that leaves decisions regarding appro-
priate length of stay entirely to the attend-
ing provider, in consultation with the moth-
er. 

(b) FOLLOW-UP CARE.—The provisions of 
section ll4 relating to follow-up care shall 
not preempt those provisions of State law or 
regulation that provide comparable or great-
er protection to patients or policyholders 
than those required under this title or that 
provide mothers and newborns with an op-
tion of timely post delivery follow-up care 
(as defined in section ll4(b)) in the home. 

(c) EMPLOYEE HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS.— 
Nothing in this section affects the applica-
tion of this title to employee health benefit 
plans, as defined in section ll9(3). 
SEC. ll11. REPORTS TO CONGRESS CON-

CERNING CHILDBIRTH. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) childbirth is one part of a continuum of 

experience that includes prepregnancy, preg-
nancy and prenatal care, labor and delivery, 
the immediate postpartum period, and a 
longer period of adjustment for the newborn, 
the mother, and the family; 

(2) health care practices across this con-
tinuum are changing in response to health 
care financing and delivery system changes, 
science and clinical research, and patient 
preferences; and 
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(3) there is a need to— 
(A) examine the issues and consequences 

associated with the length of hospital stays 
following childbirth; 

(B) examine the follow-up practices for 
mothers and newborns used in conjunction 
with shorter hospital stays; 

(C) identify appropriate health care prac-
tices and procedures with regard to the hos-
pital discharge of newborns and mothers; 

(D) examine the extent to which such care 
is affected by family and environmental fac-
tors; and 

(E) examine the content of care during hos-
pital stays following childbirth. 

(b) ADVISORY PANEL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this title, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall establish an advisory panel (hereafter 
referred to in this section as the ‘‘advisory 
panel’’) to— 

(A) guide and review methods, procedures, 
and data collection necessary to conduct the 
study described in subsection (c) that is in-
tended to enhance the quality, safety, and ef-
fectiveness of health care services provided 
to mothers and newborns; 

(B) develop a consensus among the mem-
bers of the advisory panel regarding the ap-
propriateness of the specific requirements of 
this title; and 

(C) prepare and submit to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, as part of the 
report of the Secretary submitted under sub-
section (d), a report summarizing the con-
sensus developed under subparagraph (B) if 
any, including the reasons for not reaching 
such a consensus. 

(2) PARTICIPATION.— 
(A) DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVES.—The 

Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall ensure that representatives from with-
in the Department of Health and Human 
Services that have expertise in the area of 
maternal and child health or in outcomes re-
search are appointed to the advisory panel 
established under paragraph (1). 

(B) REPRESENTATIVES OF PUBLIC AND PRI-
VATE SECTOR ENTITIES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall ensure that mem-
bers of the advisory panel include represent-
atives of public and private sector entities 
having knowledge or experience in one or 
more of the following areas: 

(I) Patient care. 
(II) Patient education. 
(III) Quality assurance. 
(IV) Outcomes research. 
(V) Consumer issues. 
(ii) REQUIREMENT.—The panel shall include 

representatives from each of the following 
categories: 

(I) Health care practitioners. 
(II) Health plans. 
(III) Hospitals. 
(IV) Employers. 
(V) States. 
(VI) Consumers. 
(c) STUDIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall conduct a study 
of— 

(A) the factors affecting the continuum of 
care with respect to maternal and child 
health care, including outcomes following 
childbirth; 

(B) the factors determining the length of 
hospital stay following childbirth; 

(C) the diversity of negative or positive 
outcomes affecting mothers, infants, and 
families; 

(D) the manner in which post natal care 
has changed over time and the manner in 
which that care has adapted or related to 
changes in the length of hospital stay, tak-
ing into account— 

(i) the types of post natal care available 
and the extent to which such care is 
accessed; and 

(ii) the challenges associated with pro-
viding post natal care to all populations, in-
cluding vulnerable populations, and solu-
tions for overcoming these challenges; and 

(E) the financial incentives that may— 
(i) impact the health of newborns and 

mothers; and 
(ii) influence the clinical decisionmaking 

of health care providers. 
(2) RESOURCES.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall provide to the ad-
visory panel the resources necessary to carry 
out the duties of the advisory panel. 

(d) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall prepare and sub-
mit to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources of the Senate and the Committee 
on Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives a report that contains— 

(A) a summary of the study conducted 
under subsection (c); 

(B) a summary of the best practices used in 
the public and private sectors for the care of 
newborns and mothers; 

(C) recommendations for improvements in 
prenatal care, post natal care, delivery and 
follow-up care, and whether the implementa-
tion of such improvements should be accom-
plished by the private health care sector, 
Federal or State governments, or any com-
bination thereof; and 

(D) limitations on the databases in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this title. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.—The Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall prepare 
and submit to the Committees referred to in 
paragraph (1)— 

(A) an initial report concerning the study 
conducted under subsection (c) and the re-
port required under subsection (d), not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of this title; 

(B) an interim report concerning such 
study and report not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this title; and 

(C) a final report concerning such study 
and report not later than 5 years after the 
date of enactment of this title. 

(e) TERMINATION OF PANEL.—The advisory 
panel shall terminate on the date that oc-
curs 60 days after the date on which the last 
report is submitted under this section. 
SEC. ll12. SALE OF GOVERNORS ISLAND, NEW 

YORK. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Administrator of 
General Services shall dispose of by sale at 
fair market value all rights, title, and inter-
ests of the United States in and to the land 
of, and improvements to, Governors Island, 
New York. 

(b) RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL.—Before a sale 
is made under subsection (a) to any other 
parties, the State of New York and the city 
of New York shall be given the right of first 
refusal to purchase all or part of Governors 
Island. Such right may be exercised by either 
the State of New York or the city of New 
York or by both parties acting jointly. 

(c) PROCEEDS.—Proceeds from the disposal 
of Governors Island under subsection (a) 
shall be deposited in the general fund of the 
Treasury and credited as miscellaneous re-
ceipts. 
SEC. ll13. SALE OF AIR RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Administrator of 
General Services shall sell, at fair market 
value and in a manner to be determined by 
the Administrator, the air rights adjacent to 
Washington Union Station described in sub-
section (b), including air rights conveyed to 
the Administrator under subsection (d). The 

Administrator shall complete the sale by 
such date as is necessary to ensure that the 
proceeds from the sale will be deposited in 
accordance with subsection (c). 

(b) DESCRIPTION.—The air rights referred to 
in subsection (a) total approximately 16.5 
acres and are depicted on the plat map of the 
District of Columbia as follows: 

(1) Part of lot 172, square 720. 
(2) Part of lots 172 and 823, square 720. 
(3) Part of lot 811, square 717. 
(c) PROCEEDS.—Before September 30, 1997, 

proceeds from the sale of air rights under 
subsection (a) shall be deposited in the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury and credited as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

(d) CONVEYANCE OF AMTRAK AIR RIGHTS.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.—As a condition of fu-

ture Federal financial assistance, Amtrak 
shall convey to the Administrator of General 
Services on or before December 31, 1996, at no 
charge, all of the air rights of Amtrak de-
scribed in subsection (b). 

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If Amtrak does 
not meet the condition established by para-
graph (1), Amtrak shall be prohibited from 
obligating Federal funds after March 1, 1997. 
SEC. ll14. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided for in this 
title, the provisions of this title shall apply 
as follows: 

(1) With respect to health plans, such pro-
visions shall apply to such plans on the first 
day of the contract year beginning on or 
after January 1, 1998. 

(2) With respect to employee health benefit 
plans, such provisions shall apply to such 
plans on the first day of the first plan year 
beginning on or after January 1, 1998. 

DOMENICI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5194 

Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. CONRAD, 
and Mr. KENNEDY) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new title: 

TITLE ll—MENTAL HEALTH PARITY 
SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Mental 
Health Parity Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. ll02. PLAN PROTECTIONS FOR INDIVID-

UALS WITH A MENTAL ILLNESS. 
(a) PERMISSIBLE COVERAGE LIMITS UNDER A 

GROUP HEALTH PLAN.— 
(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMITS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a group 

health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, that applies an aggregate lifetime 
limit to plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services covered under the plan, if such 
plan also provides a mental health benefit 
such plan shall— 

(i) include plan payments made for mental 
health services under the plan in such aggre-
gate lifetime limit; or 

(ii) establish a separate aggregate lifetime 
limit applicable to plan payments for mental 
health services under which the dollar 
amount of such limit (with respect to mental 
health services) is equal to or greater than 
the dollar amount of the aggregate lifetime 
limit on plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services. 

(B) NO LIFETIME LIMIT.—With respect to a 
group health plan offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, that does not apply an aggregate 
lifetime limit to plan payments for medical 
or surgical services covered under the plan, 
such plan may not apply an aggregate life-
time limit to plan payments for mental 
health services covered under the plan. 

(2) ANNUAL LIMITS.— 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a group 

health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, that applies an annual limit to plan 
payments for medical or surgical services 
covered under the plan, if such plan also pro-
vides a mental health benefit such plan 
shall— 

(i) include plan payments made for mental 
health services under the plan in such an-
nual limit; or 

(ii) establish a separate annual limit appli-
cable to plan payments for mental health 
services under which the dollar amount of 
such limit (with respect to mental health 
services) is equal to or greater than the dol-
lar amount of the annual limit on plan pay-
ments for medical or surgical services. 

(B) NO ANNUAL LIMIT.—With respect to a 
group health plan offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, that does not apply an annual 
limit to plan payments for medical or sur-
gical services covered under the plan, such 
plan may not apply an annual limit to plan 
payments for mental health services covered 
under the plan. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 

shall be construed as prohibiting a group 
health plan offered by a health insurance 
issuer, from— 

(A) utilizing other forms of cost contain-
ment not prohibited under subsection (a); or 

(B) applying requirements that make dis-
tinctions between acute care and chronic 
care. 

(2) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
not apply to— 

(A) substance abuse or chemical depend-
ency benefits; or 

(B) health benefits or health plans paid for 
under title XVIII or XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

(3) STATE LAW.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to preempt any State law 
that provides for greater parity with respect 
to mental health benefits than that required 
under this section. 

(c) SMALL EMPLOYER EXEMPTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not 

apply to plans maintained by employers that 
employ less than 26 employees. 

(2) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN RULES IN DE-
TERMINATION OF EMPLOYER SIZE.—For pur-
poses of this subsection— 

(A) APPLICATION OF AGGREGATION RULE FOR 
EMPLOYERS.—All persons treated as a single 
employer under subsection (b), (c), (m), or (o) 
of section 414 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 shall be treated as 1 employer. 

(B) EMPLOYERS NOT IN EXISTENCE IN PRE-
CEDING YEAR.—In the case of an employer 
which was not in existence throughout the 
preceding calendar year, the determination 
of whether such employer is a small em-
ployer shall be based on the average number 
of employees that it is reasonably expected 
such employer will employ on business days 
in the current calendar year. 

(C) PREDECESSORS.—Any reference in this 
subsection to an employer shall include a 
reference to any predecessor of such em-
ployer. 
SEC. ll03. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) GROUP HEALTH PLAN.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘group health 

plan’’ means an employee welfare benefit 
plan (as defined in section 3(1) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974) to the extent that the plan provides 
medical care (as defined in paragraph (2)) 
and including items and services paid for as 
medical care) to employees or their depend-
ents (as defined under the terms of the plan) 
directly or through insurance, reimburse-
ment, or otherwise. 

(B) MEDICAL CARE.—The term ‘‘medical 
care’’ means amounts paid for— 

(i) the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treat-
ment, or prevention of disease, or amounts 
paid for the purpose of affecting any struc-
ture or function of the body, 

(ii) amounts paid for transportation pri-
marily for and essential to medical care re-
ferred to in clause (i), and 

(iii) amounts paid for insurance covering 
medical care referred to in clauses (i) and 
(ii). 

(2) HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE.—The 
term ‘‘health insurance coverage’’ means 
benefits consisting of medical care (provided 
directly, through insurance or reimburse-
ment, or otherwise and including items and 
services paid for as medical care) under any 
hospital or medical service policy or certifi-
cate, hospital or medical service plan con-
tract, or health maintenance organization 
contract offered by a health insurance 
issuer. 

(3) HEALTH INSURANCE ISSUER.—The term 
‘‘health insurance issuer’’ means an insur-
ance company, insurance service, or insur-
ance organization (including a health main-
tenance organization, as defined in para-
graph (4)) which is licensed to engage in the 
business of insurance in a State and which is 
subject to State law which regulates insur-
ance (within the meaning of section 514(b)(2) 
of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974), and includes a plan sponsor 
described in section 3(16)(B) of the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 in 
the case of a group health plan which is an 
employee welfare benefit plan (as defined in 
section 3(1) of such Act). Such term does not 
include a group health plan. 

(4) HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANIZATION.— 
The term ‘‘health maintenance organiza-
tion’’ means— 

(A) a federally qualified health mainte-
nance organization (as defined in section 
1301(a) of the Public Health Service Act), 

(B) an organization recognized under State 
law as a health maintenance organization, or 

(C) a similar organization regulated under 
State law for solvency in the same manner 
and to the same extent as such a health 
maintenance organization. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 
SEC. ll04. SUNSET. 

Sections 1 through 3 shall cease to be effec-
tive on September 30, 2001. 
SEC. ll05. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE HEALTH BEN-

EFIT PROGRAM. 
For the Federal Employee Health Benefit 

Program, sections 1 through 3 will take ef-
fect on October 1, 1997. 

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 5195 
Mr. BROWN proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 5194 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
title, consumers shall retain the freedoms to 
choose a group health plan with coverage 
limitations of their choice, even if such cov-
erage limitations for mental health services 
are inconsistent with section 2 of this title. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 5196 
Mr. GRAMM proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 5194 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
title, if the provisions of this title result in 
a one percent or greater increase in the cost 
of a group health plan’s premiums, the pur-
chaser is exempt from the provisions of this 
title. 

HARKIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5197 

Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. SPECTER, and Mr. KERRY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, 
H.R. 3666, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. . Without regard to any provision in 
this bill, no plan for the allocation of health 
care resources (including personnel and 
funds) used or implemented by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs among the health 
care facilities of the Department shall re-
duce the funding going to any state for vet-
erans medical care for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1997, below its fiscal year 1996 
level of funding if the total funding provided 
for veterans medical care in fiscal year 1997 
exceeds the Fiscal year 1996 funding level. 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5198 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. BINGAMAN for 
himself, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) proposed an amendment 
to the bill, H.R. 3666, supra; as follows: 

On page 104, below line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 

Sec. 421 (a) REVISION OF NAME OF JAPAN- 
UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP COMMISSION.— 
(1)(A) The first sentence of section 4(a) of the 
Japan-United States Friendship Act (22 
U.S.C. 2903(a)) is amended by striking out 
‘‘Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘United 
States-Japan Commission’’. 

(B) The section heading of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘UNITED STATES-JAPAN COMMISSION’’ 

(2) Subsection (c) of section 3 of that Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2902) is amended by striking out 
‘‘Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘United 
States-Japan Commission’’. 

(3) Any reference to the Japan-United 
States Friendship Commission in any Fed-
eral law, Executive order, regulation, delega-
tion of authority, or other document shall be 
deemed to refer to the United States-Japan 
Commission. 

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENT NO. 5199 

Mr. BOND (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, H.R. 
3666, supra; as follows: 

On page 104, below line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 421. (a) Subject to the concurrence of 
the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration (GSA) and notwithstanding 
Sec. 707 of Public Law 103–433, the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration may convey to the City of 
Downey, California, all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to a parcel 
of real property, including improvements 
thereon, consisting of approximately 60 acres 
and known as Parcels III, IV, V, and VI of 
the NASA Industrial Plant, Downey, Cali-
fornia. 

(b)(1) DELAY IN PAYMENT OF CONSIDER-
ATION.—After the end of the 20-year period 
beginning on the date on which the convey-
ance under subsection (a) is completed, the 
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City of Downey shall pay to the United 
States an amount equal to fair market value 
of the conveyed property, as of the date of 
the conveyance from NASA. 

(2) EFFECT OF RECONVEYANCE BY THE 
CITY.—If the City of Downey reconveys all or 
part of the conveyed property during such 20- 
year period, the city shall pay to the United 
States an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the reconveyed property as of the 
time of the reconveyance, excluding the 
value of any improvements made to the 
property by the City. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.—The Administrator of NASA shall 
determine fair market value in accordance 
with Federal appraisal standards and proce-
dures. 

(4) TREATMENT OF LEASES.—The Adminis-
trator of NASA may treat a lease of property 
within such 20-year period as a reconveyance 
if the Administrator determines that the 
lease is being used to avoid application of 
paragraph (b)(2). 

(5) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The Adminis-
trator of NASA shall deposit any proceeds 
received under this subsection in the special 
account established pursuant to section 
204(h)(2) of the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 
485(h)(2). 

(c) The exact acreage and legal description 
of the real property to be conveyed under 
subsection (a) shall be determined by a sur-
vey satisfactory to the Administrator. The 
cost of the survey shall be borne by the City 
of Downey, California. 

(d) The Administrator may require such 
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection 
(a) as the Administrator considers appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United 
States. 

(e) If the City at any time after the con-
veyance of the property under subsection (a) 
notifies the Administrator that the City no 
longer wishes to retain the property, it may 
convey the property under the terms of sub-
section (b), or, it may revert all right, title, 
and interest in and to the property (includ-
ing any facilities, equipment, or fixtures 
conveyed, but excluding the value of any im-
provements made to the property by the 
City) to the United States, and the United 
States shall have the right of immediate 
entry onto the property. 

MCCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 5200 

Mr. BOND (for Mr. MCCAIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, H.R. 3666, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title II of the 
bill, insert the following new section: 
SEC. 2ll. MORTGAGE INSURANCE. 

(a) None of the funds appropriated under 
this Act may be used to give final approval 
to any proposal to provide mortgage insur-
ance having a value in excess of $250 million 
for any project financing for which may be 
guaranteed under section 220 of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715k), unless the Sec-
retary has transmitted to the President pro 
tempore of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House the Secretary’s justification for 
such guarantee and no final approval shall be 
given until the justification has laid before 
the Congress for a period of not less than 30 
days. 

BOND (AND MIKULSKI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 5201 

Mr. BOND (for himself and Ms. MI-
KULSKI) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, H.R. 3666, supra; as follows: 

On page 105, after line 2, insert: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Compensa-
tion and Pensions’’, $100,000,000, to be made 
available upon enactment of this Act, to re-
main available until expended. 

f 

PANAMA BASE RIGHTS NEGOTIA-
TION CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 5202 

Mr. FRIST (for Mr. HELMS) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution (S.Con.Res. 14) urging the Presi-
dent to negotiate a new base rights 
agreement with the Government of 
Panama to permit United States 
Armed Forces to remain in Panama be-
yond December 31, 1999; as follows: 

Beginning on page 3, line 3, strike all 
through the period on page 4, line 3, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(1) The President should negotiate a new 
base rights agreement with the Government 
of Panama— 

‘‘(A) Taking into account the foregoing 
findings; and 

‘‘(B) consulting with the Congress regard-
ing any bilateral negotiations that take 
place.’’ 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on Small 
Business will hold a hearing chaired by 
Senator FRIST entitled ‘‘The Impact of 
Union Salting Campaigns on Small 
Businesses.’’ The hearing will be held 
on Tuesday, September 17, 1996, begin-
ning at 9:30 a.m., in room 428A of the 
Russell Senate Office Building. 

For further information please con-
tact Melissa Bailey at 224–5175. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
in executive session at 5 p.m. on Thurs-
day, September 5, 1996, to consider cer-
tain pending military nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, September 5, 1996, at 9:30 
a.m. to hold an open hearing on intel-
ligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, September 5, 1996, at 10:30 
and 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Forests and Public Land Manage-
ment of the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources be granted permis-
sion to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, September 5, 1996, 
for purposes of conducting a sub-
committee hearing which is scheduled 
to begin at 2 p.m. The purpose of this 
hearing is to consider S. 931, to author-
ize the construction of the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System and to au-
thorize assistance to the Lewis and 
Clark Rural Water System, Inc., a non-
profit corporation, for the planning and 
construction of the water supply sys-
tem, and for other purposes; S. 1564, to 
amend the Small Reclamation Projects 
Act of 1956 to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to provide loan guar-
antee for water supply, conservation, 
quality, and transmission projects, and 
for other purposes; S. 1565, to amend 
the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 
1956 and to supplement the Federal 
Reclamation laws by providing for Fed-
eral cooperation in non-Federal 
projects and for participation by non- 
Federal agencies in Federal projects; S. 
1649, to extend contracts between the 
Bureau of Reclamation and irrigation 
districts in Kansas and Nebraska, and 
for other purposes; S. 1719, to require 
the Secretary of the Interior to offer to 
sell to certain public agencies the in-
debtedness representing the remaining 
repayment balance of certain Bureau of 
Reclamation projects in Texas, and for 
other purposes; S. 1921, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to transfer 
certain facilities at the Minidoka 
project to the Burley Irrigation Dis-
trict; and S. 1986, the ‘‘Umatilla River 
Basin Project Completion Act’’; and S. 
2015, ‘‘To convey certain real property 
located within the Carlsbad Irrigation 
District’’, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERVICES 
∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the 50th Anniversary of 
the establishment of Catholic Social 
Services of Wayne County in Detroit, 
MI. 

During its 50 years, Catholic Social 
Services of Wayne County has provided 
a range of social services to more than 
500,000 people in the Detroit metropoli-
tan community. CSSWC is particularly 
proud of its work for the community’s 
children. It is recognized as one of the 
largest private child welfare agencies 
in the State of Michigan. It currently 
has nearly 400 children in its Foster 
Care Program and has placed thou-
sands of children in adoptive homes. 
CSSWC also sponsors the Nation’s old-
est Foster Grandparent Program. 
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I know that my Senate colleagues 

join me in honoring Catholic Social 
Services of Wayne County on 50 years 
of providing outstanding service to the 
community.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO COL. JAMES D. 
KNEELAND 

∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, on 
July 17, I flew home to Vermont to at-
tend a funeral service for a man who 
passed away far too early. His name 
was Col. James D. Kneeland, a man in 
the prime of his life and career as a 
member of the Vermont National 
Guard. He will be remembered by all 
those whose lives he touched as a kind, 
honorable, and compassionate man. His 
legacy, a lifetime of extraordinary 
achievement. 

Colonel Kneeland had a distinguished 
military career that began in 1964. In 
1968 he received his commission and 
continued to rise through the ranks of 
the Army National Guard and was 
awarded his final promotion to colonel 
last September. As a National Guards-
man and helicopter pilot, Colonel 
Kneeland was en route to Macedonia 
when he died unexpectedly. A tragic 
loss, not only to his family and friends, 
but to his country. 

As I look through Col. Kneeland’s 
long list of awards and decorations, it 
strikes me that his service was one 
marked by excellence. However, there 
is more to this tribute than to speak 
simply of his military career. Like 
many Vermonters, Jim had an abiding 
love of the outdoors and took pleasure 
in the simpler things, like chopping 
wood at his camp in Wolcott, or walk-
ing through the woods with family and 
friends. Many will also remember him 
as a man with a sense of humor who de-
lighted in playing practical jokes and 
bringing a smile to those around him. I 
learned a lot about Jim Kneeland as I 
sat in Building 890, henceforth known 
as the Col. James D. Kneeland Aviation 
Facility, and listened as friends and 
family remembered and celebrated his 
life. Appropriately, the backdrop for 
his casket was the last helicopter he 
flew in, an OH6A Cayuse, as flying was 
both his occupation and his passion. 
Nearly 1,000 people came to pay tribute 
to Colonel Kneeland, some in uniform, 
some not, but all in tears. As Command 
Sgt. Maj. Michael Datillio said, Jim 
Kneeland was not your average officer. 
He was,’’ an enlisted man’s officer.’’ As 
a retired Naval Reserve Captain, I 
know of no greater praise. 

Retired Gen. Benjamin Day had 
served with Jim and knew him for sev-
eral years, both as a fellow officer and 
as a friend. General Day spoke of Jim 
fondly, and I was touched by some of 
his comments: 

Monuments to Jim will not be found in 
material form . . . rather, Jim’s monuments 
will be in the less tangible, but more impor-
tant forms such as the indelible and 
unhesitating friendship that he so gener-
ously and readily gave to us all. His legacy 
to us are those priceless memories of his dry 

wit, humor, easy handshake and friendly 
greeting. . . . With Jim there was no pre-
tense, what you saw was exactly what you 
got. There was no smoke, no mirrors and no 
gilding the lilly. A handshake on a deal with 
Jim was as good as gold and a commitment 
that would be honored. Regardless of the cir-
cumstances it was going to be carried out 
fully and properly. . . . Jim’s dedication to 
his family, friends, God and country knew no 
limits.’’ 

I was pleased to know that the 
Vermont National Guard has paid fur-
ther tribute to Colonel Kneeland by 
naming their helicopter hanger at the 
Burlington Airport after him. I was 
personally touched by the loss of Colo-
nel Kneeland as he was the father of 
Jason Kneeland, a valued member of 
my staff. My heartfelt sympathy and 
condolences go out to Jim’s wife, Jean-
nine, to Jason, and to all of Jim’s fam-
ily. He will be truly missed, and re-
membered by us all.∑ 

f 

UNITED WAY OF GREATER 
BATTLE CREEK 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the United Way of 
Greater Battle Creek on the 75th anni-
versary of its founding. In 1921, the 
Battle Creek Social Service Bureau 
was founded to raise money for organi-
zations working to meet the health and 
social needs of area residents. After 75 
years of faithful service to the commu-
nity, it continues to meet its original 
goals. 

The success of the United Way of 
Greater Battle Creek lies in the dedi-
cated residents and volunteers who 
have donated their time and resources 
to improving the quality of life in the 
community. Over the past 75 years, the 
United Way has raised and distributed 
over $75 million in its efforts to help 
those less fortunate. Over that period, 
the programs it supports have touched 
the lives of one out of every four mem-
bers of the community. 

I know my Senate colleagues join me 
in honoring the United Way of Greater 
Battle Creek for the extraordinary 
work it has done over the past 75 years 
in helping improve the lives of the peo-
ple in this terrific American commu-
nity.∑ 

f 

THE INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 
CONTROL ACT OF 1996 

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of a bill, the International 
Narcotics Control Act of 1996, that was 
introduced yesterday. S. 2053 is a long 
overdue bill and I commend my col-
league from Iowa for his work on this 
important legislation. Since 1986, we 
have had on a law requiring the Presi-
dent to certify that foreign countries 
are cooperating in the United States 
efforts to stop the flow of drugs into 
our borders. This law has not been re-
vised for 10 years so it is critical that 
these important changes are made to 
ensure an effective antinarcotics ef-
fort. 

The Foreign Assistance Act man-
dates that the President deliver to 

Congress a list of countries that have 
been fully cooperating with the United 
States to stop international drug traf-
ficking as well as those that have 
failed to cooperate by the 1st of March 
of each year. The Department of State 
details the decision in the Inter-
national Narcotics Control Strategy 
Report. For those countries that have 
been decertified, sanctions may be im-
posed, or a waiver can be given. 

But the intent of the original act has 
been lost. Rather than sanctioning 
countries that are not cooperating 
with the United States to halt the flow 
of illegal drugs, the process has been 
stifled with other considerations. It is 
high time for changes to the law. 

Timing could not be better. The Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Administration released the pre-
liminary estimates from the 1995 Na-
tional Household Survey on Drug 
Abuse. Let me quote from the initial 
study, 

The percentage of adolescents (12 to 17 
years old) using drugs increased between 1994 
and 1995 continuing a trend that began in 
1993. In 1992, the rate of past month use 
among youth age 12 to 17 reached a low of 5.3 
percent, the result of a decline from 16.3 per-
cent in 1979. By 1994 the rate had climbed 
back up to 8.2 percent, and in 1995 it in-
creased again to 10.9 percent. 

According to the Community Anti- 
Drug Coalitions of America, 
overall use of all drugs among this age group 
rose 78 percent between 1992 and 1995, and 33 
percent just between 1994 and 1995. In par-
ticular marijuana use among young people is 
up 105 percent since 1992, and 37 percent be-
tween 1994 and 1995. Monthly use of LSD and 
other hallucinogens is up 183 percent since 
1992, and rose 54 percent between 1994 and 
1995. Monthly use of cocaine rose 166 percent 
between 1994 and 1995. 

It is clear that the number of teen-
agers using illicit drugs is rising—and 
that is unacceptable. After decades of 
working on reducing drug use, our 
young people are believing that it is 
OK to use drugs. The media, and even 
the administration, are sending signals 
that a little drug use is OK. It is not. 
The wrong message has been sent and 
it is time to change that. Teenagers 
must learn the harmful, even deadly, 
effects of illegal drug use. 

The availability of illegal drugs must 
be curtailed. The best way to diminish 
accessibility is to stop drugs from 
crossing our borders. This bill would 
accomplish that goal. 

International drug trafficking can 
only be halted with the full coopera-
tion of a drug-producing or drug-tran-
sit country. It is imperative then, that 
foreign countries assist in the interdic-
tion and prosecution of those respon-
sible. We should expect this from our 
allies. 

The provisions in the International 
Narcotics Control Act are comprehen-
sive and tough. If a drug-producing or 
drug-transit country has failed to co-
operate with the United States for 3 
consecutive years, then sanctions must 
be applied. Decertification will no 
longer be a meaningless label to these 
countries. 
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The trade sanctions are particularly 

important to stopping the inter-
national drug trade. Trade sanctions 
will force the foreign country to sit up 
and take notice. Far too often, traf-
fickers use legitimate commercial 
trade to smuggle illicit drugs into this 
country. 

In addition, the administration has 
been less than forthcoming. Additional 
reporting requirements and notices to 
Congress will ensure that the American 
people are receiving prompt and accu-
rate information. 

I am pleased to have worked with my 
colleagues on this measure and urge 
my colleagues to support this bill’s im-
mediate passage. The communities 
that are fighting the war on drugs—and 
our children—deserve nothing less.∑ 

f 

COPE-O’BRIEN CENTER’S 25TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor a special organization on the 
25th anniversary of its founding. This 
year the COPE-O’Brien Center cele-
brates 25 years of outstanding service 
to Washtenaw County and the State of 
Michigan. 

COPE stands for Center for Occupa-
tional and Personalized Education. The 
center works to address the major 
problems facing today’s youth—high 
dropout rates, illiteracy, unemploy-
ment, substance abuse, and teen preg-
nancy. At a time when domestic spend-
ing is being cut, the COPE-O’Brien 
Center stands out as a successful, cost- 
effective program. 

This innovative center strives to 
lessen barriers to employment for 
young men and women by offering skill 
training and placement into unsub-
sidized employment or entry into more 
advanced vocational and educational 
programs. The center provides daytime 
counseling, recreation, and alternative 
educational services for troubled and 
needy adolescents. Emergency shelters, 
foster care, and life skill training are 
also a part of the program. As an alter-
native to institutional placement, the 
program saves money by working with 
families and the juvenile courts to re-
solve long-term needs of youngsters. 

The COPE-O’Brien Youth Center 
plays a critical role in offering essen-
tial educational and counseling serv-
ices for at-risk youth in Washtenaw 
County. The center’s accomplishments 
in meeting the multiple needs of youth 
for over two decades run deep. It is my 
pleasure to recognize their many valu-
able services which enhance the lives 
of our young people. 

I know my Senate colleagues join me 
in congratulating the COPE-O’Brien 
center on its 25th anniversary of work-
ing with our most valuable resource— 
our youth.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO HUBBARD FARMS ON 
THEIR 75TH ANNIVERSARY CELE-
BRATION 

∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Hubbard Farms 

Inc. in Walpole, NH, for their 75 years 
of excellence in serving the poultry in-
dustry. For years now, Hubbard Farms 
has become internationally recognized 
for their research and development 
into chicken breeding and hatching. 
Amazingly, each year Hubbard Farms 
doubles their worldwide demand for 
chicken products. This annual profit 
increase is primarily due to their mar-
ket-driven and customer-focused re-
search. On the occasion of their 75th 
anniversary celebration, I applaud Aus-
tin, Oliver, and Leslie, the three Hub-
bard brothers, and all the employees at 
Hubbard Farms for their invaluable 
contributions to the national and 
international poultry industry. Having 
been raised on my grandparent’s farm, 
I have the utmost admiration for the 
dedication and hard work of farmers 
and their families. 

Few companies in the United States 
can trace their origins back to the 
1700’s and Hubbard Farms is one of 
them. In 1791, Levi Hubbard settled in 
the newly founded Walpole area and 
began working with poultry in addition 
to his general farming enterprise. Hub-
bard Farms was founded in 1921 when 
Ira’s son, Oliver, graduated from the 
University of New Hampshire with one 
of the first majors in poultry and 
opened the company’s doors. Oliver, 
who is now 96 years old, began the 
poultry breeding and hatching oper-
ations which have made his company 
so successful in the international poul-
try industry. In the 1930’s, Oliver even 
helped develop a new chicken breed 
called the New Hampshire. 

As Hubbard Farms began to experi-
ence an increase in sales, Oliver’s two 
brothers, Austin and Leslie, joined the 
family company. During the 1930’s and 
1940’s their breeding and commercial 
hatchery operations expanded consider-
ably. As the boiler industry began to 
grow, the Hubbards produced a large 
volume of Barred Cross chickens in ad-
dition to their purebred New Hamp-
shire chicks. 

In the 1950’s and 1960’s, Hubbard 
Farms built hatcheries and breeding 
farms in Statesville, NC, and Hot 
Springs, AR, and opened an inter-
national subsidiary in Belgium. The 
three Hubbard brothers have enjoyed a 
steady increase in growth over the 
years that includes an extensive net-
work of franchise distribution for the 
production, sale, and delivery of Hub-
bard meat-breeding stock. These fran-
chise operations are in countries all 
over the world—Brazil, Equador, Mex-
ico, Taiwan, Malaysia, Indonesia, 
South Africa, India, and China. 

Hubbard Farms was acquired in 1974 
by Merck & Co., a leading innovator of 
health products and is still considered 
an innovator in poultry genetics. Their 
company objective is to supply an in-
creasing share of the market with 
broiler parent stock that consistently 
outperforms all competitors. 

Hubbard Farm’s 75-year history is 
marked by distinction and achieve-
ment. In 1973, the company received 

the President’s E-Star Award for Ex-
cellence in Exporting from the Sec-
retary of Commerce and Secretary of 
Agriculture in recognition of their out-
standing contributions to the increase 
of U.S. trade abroad. In addition, Hub-
bard Farms is one of the largest and 
most highly respected employers in the 
town of Walpole. Hubbard Farms has 
consistently supported Walpole and the 
surrounding areas for 75 exceptional 
years. 

I am proud to join with other New 
Hampshire residents in congratulating 
this longstanding poultry leader. Hub-
bard Farms is a truly distinct company 
with their commitment to breeding ex-
cellence and their extensive record of 
achievement. I send my very best wish-
es on the memorable occasion of their 
75th anniversary and wish Oliver, Aus-
tin, and Leslie continued years of suc-
cess at Hubbard Farms.∑ 

f 

IRENE M. AUBERLIN 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor an incredible woman 
who has reached the age of 100 years. 
This is a remarkable moment not only 
for her longevity but also for the won-
derful works her long life has produced. 
This year marks the 100th birthday of 
Irene Auberlin. You may not have 
heard her name before, but her vision 
and work have touched hundreds of 
thousands of people the world over. 

In 1953, Irene Auberlin saw a tele-
vision show that changed her life and 
the lives of countless others around the 
world. That show was about war-torn 
Korea and the plight of the many chil-
dren who were left orphans by the war. 
In order to assist these children, Mrs. 
Auberlin began what would later be 
known as World Medical Relief of De-
troit, MI. 

World Medical Relief’s mission is to 
provide donated medical supplies for 
the benefit and relief of indigent per-
sons throughout the world who are un-
able to pay for medical and dental care. 
Over the past 43 years, World Medical 
Relief has provided three quarters of a 
billion dollars’ worth of excess medical 
items around the world. World Medical 
Relief has also expanded its mission to 
include helping senior citizens who 
need prescription medicine in the De-
troit metropolitan area. 

It is a pleasure to rise today and 
honor the 100th birthday of Irene 
Auberlin, a woman who has done so 
much to help so many around the 
world.∑ 

f 

MILWAUKEE’S CAMPAIGN FOR OUR 
CHILDREN 

∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
want to take a few moments to applaud 
the efforts of the city of Milwaukee, 
Milwaukee County, the school system, 
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independent foundations, and other or-
ganizations for launching the Cam-
paign for Our Children-Milwaukee to 
combat teen pregnancy. The Campaign 
For Our Children, Inc., is a private, 
nonprofit corporation that works in a 
cooperative effort with communities, 
schools, and State governments. The 
Campaign for Our Children is built on 
two important ideas: responsible be-
havior and creating opportunities for 
youth. The program additionally em-
phasizes mentoring for children after 
school through private organizations 
and the public school system. 

Much credit for this new program be-
longs to Milwaukee Alderman Michael 
Murphy who started the groundwork in 
Milwaukee, then contacted the na-
tional office of the Campaign for Our 
Children, Inc. based in Maryland for 
additional assistance. Once the pre-
liminary planning commenced, Alder-
man Murphy worked on securing finan-
cial support for the program, as well 
as, private and public support in the 
community. I know that he and those 
who have worked to make this program 
a reality are very pleased to see it com-
mence. 

President Clinton mentioned a simi-
lar program during his 1996 State of the 
Union Address. At that time the Presi-
dent urged Americans to join together 
to combat teen pregnancy. Mr. Presi-
dent, as a parent of four children I un-
derstand the importance of helping 
young people become responsible 
young adults and learning to make the 
right decisions. 

The Campaign for Our Children is de-
signed to be a positive force for Mil-
waukee and its surrounding commu-
nities. This program can help provide 
young residents of Milwaukee with the 
opportunity to focus on their goals and 
interests with positive role models. We 
should use programs such as these with 
an emphasis on self-reliance and self- 
responsibility. 

I commend Campaign for Our Chil-
dren-Milwaukee and wish them success 
for many years to come.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO RUTH YOUNG WATT 
∑ Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, earlier 
this year the Senate family lost one of 
its own, Ruth Young Watt, the former 
chief clerk of the Senate Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, who 
passed away peacefully on June 16, 
1996. 

Ruth’s Senate career spanned 32 
years. Beginning as the clerk of the 
Special Committee to Investigate the 
National Defense Program for Senator 
Owen Brewster of Maine, Ruth later be-
came the chief clerk of the Senate Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Government Affairs Com-
mittee where she worked for 31 years. 
Ruth also served as chief clerk of the 
Senate Select Committee on Improper 
Activities in Labor-Management Rela-
tions from 1957 until 1960. 

Ruth gave herself and her time to all 
who asked. People who turned to Ruth 

Watt knew they were hard and that she 
would do her best. As chief clerk she 
played an integral role in the com-
mittee; without her, operations would 
not have run as smoothly and suc-
cinctly as they did under her care. 

Ruth was a remarkable woman who 
dedicated all of her life to public serv-
ice. I commend her commitment to her 
country, to her coworkers and to her 
family. 

On behalf of the Senate family, I ex-
tend my condolences to Ruth’s sib-
lings, Richard Young, Frances Lilly, 
and Kathryn Woods. Our prayers and 
our thoughts are with them.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL PHILANTHROPY DAY 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor National Philanthropy 
Day which will be observed on Novem-
ber 12, 1996. Each year on this day, the 
Nation recognizes the outstanding con-
tributions that nonprofit philanthropic 
organizations make to our commu-
nities. 

There are presently more than 800,000 
philanthropic organizations in the 
United States, employing approxi-
mately 10,000,000 people. These organi-
zations and individuals give their time, 
talent, and resources to the important 
causes that can improve our commu-
nities. Without their extraordinary ef-
forts, many of our Nation’s dreams for 
a better tomorrow would not come 
true. 

I know my Senate colleagues join me 
in honoring the organizations and indi-
viduals who make so many worthwhile 
causes in our country successful.∑ 

f 

SENATE QUARTERLY MAIL COSTS 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with section 318 of Public 
Law 101–520 as amended by Public Law 
103–283, I am submitting the frank mail 
allocations made to each Senator from 
the appropriation for official mail ex-
penses and a summary tabulation of 
Senate mass mail costs for the third 
quarter of fiscal year 1996 to be printed 
in the RECORD. The third quarter of fis-
cal year 1996 covers the period of April 
1, 1996, through June 30, 1996. The offi-
cial mail allocations are available for 
frank mail costs, as stipulated in Pub-
lic Law 104–53, the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1996. 

The material follows: 

SENATE QUARTERLY MASS MAIL VOLUMES AND COSTS 
FOR THE QUARTER ENDING 06/30/96 

Senators Total 
pieces 

Pieces 
per cap-

ita 
Total cost Cost per 

capita 

FY 96 of-
ficial 

mail allo-
cation 

Abraham ....... 0 0.00000 $0.00 $0.00000 $160,875 
Akaka ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 48,447 
Ashcroft ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 109,629 
Baucus .......... 39,200 0.04757 9,573.73 0.01162 46,822 
Bennett ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 56,493 
Biden ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 44,754 
Bingaman ..... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 56,404 
Bond ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 109,629 
Boxer ............. 996 0.00003 307.53 0.00001 433,718 
Bradley .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 139,706 
Breaux ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 92,701 
Brown ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 86,750 

SENATE QUARTERLY MASS MAIL VOLUMES AND COSTS 
FOR THE QUARTER ENDING 06/30/96—Continued 

Senators Total 
pieces 

Pieces 
per cap-

ita 
Total cost Cost per 

capita 

FY 96 of-
ficial 

mail allo-
cation 

Bryan ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 56,208 
Bumpers ....... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 69,809 
Burns ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 46,822 
Byrd .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 59,003 
Campbell ...... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 86,750 
Chafee .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 48,698 
Coats ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 112,682 
Cochran ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 69,473 
Cohen ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 52,134 
Conrad .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 43,403 
Coverdell ....... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 131,465 
Craig ............. 1,159 0.00109 954.94 0.00089 49,706 
D’Amato ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 262,927 
Daschle ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 44,228 
DeWine .......... 800 0.00007 231.54 0.00002 186,314 
Dodd ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 80,388 
Dole ............... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 70,459 
Domenici ....... 4,400 0.00278 955.05 0.00060 56,404 
Dorgan .......... 4,600 0.00723 854.27 0.00134 43,403 
Exon .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 57,167 
Faircloth ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 134,344 
Feingold ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 102,412 
Feinstein ....... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 433,718 
Ford ............... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 86,009 
Frist .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 106,658 
Glenn ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 186,314 
Gorton ........... 97,175 0.01892 21,691.11 0.00422 109,059 
Graham ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 259,426 
Gramm .......... 2,050 0.00012 763.40 0.00004 281,361 
Grams ........... 22,218 0.00496 7,237.05 0.00162 96,024 
Grassley ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 73,403 
Gregg ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 50,569 
Harkin ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 73,403 
Hatch ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 56,493 
Hatfield ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 78,163 
Heflin ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 89,144 
Helms ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 134,344 
Hollings ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 85,277 
Hutchison ...... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 281,361 
Inhofe ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 82,695 
Inouye ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 48,447 
Jeffords ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 42,858 
Johnston ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 92,701 
Kassebaum ... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 70,459 
Kempthorne ... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 49,706 
Kennedy ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 117,964 
Kerrey ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 57,167 
Kerry .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 117,964 
Kohl ............... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 102,412 
Kyl ................. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 93,047 
Lautenberg .... 1,133 0.00015 930.82 0.00012 139,706 
Leahy ............ 5,066 0.00889 1,019.63 0.00179 42,858 
Levin ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 160,875 
Lieberman ..... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 80,388 
Lott ............... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 69,473 
Lugar ............ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 112,682 
Mack ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 259,426 
McCain .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 93,047 
McConnell ..... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 86,009 
Mikulski ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 101,272 
Moseley-Braun 570 0.00005 475.38 0.00004 184,773 
Moynihan ...... 4,825 0.00027 1,031.54 0.00006 262,927 
Murkowski ..... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 42,565 
Murray ........... 15,300 0.00298 3,233.45 0.00063 109,059 
Nickles .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 82,695 
Nunn ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 131,465 
Pell ................ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 48,698 
Pressler ......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 44,228 
Pryor .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 69,809 
Reid .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 56,208 
Robb ............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 121,897 
Rockefeller .... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 59,003 
Roth .............. 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 44,754 
Santorum ...... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 199,085 
Sarbanes ....... 6,250 0.00127 1,329.36 0.00027 101,272 
Shelby ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 89,144 
Simon ............ 1,965 0.00017 523.50 0.00005 184,773 
Simpson ........ 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 41,633 
Smith ............ 2,885 0.00260 2,347.92 0.00211 50,569 
Snowe ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 52,134 
Specter .......... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 199,085 
Stevens ......... 163,119 0.27789 39,388.75 0.06710 42,565 
Thomas ......... 628 0.00135 155.86 0.00033 41,633 
Thompson ..... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 106,658 
Thurmond ...... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 85,277 
Warner .......... 2,709 0.00042 863.90 0.00014 121,897 
Wellstone ...... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 96,024 
Wyden ........... 0 0.00000 0.00 0.00000 52,135 

f 

DETROIT CONCERT CHOIR 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor the Detroit Concert Choir for 
winning top honors as Choir of the 
World at the Llangollen International 
Musical Eisteddfod in north Wales. The 
50-year-old festival is considered the 
ultimate in vocal music competitions, 
and in the past has featured artists 
such as Luciano Pavarotti and Placido 
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Domingo. The 70-voice choir competed 
against 80 choirs representing 40 coun-
tries. The Detroit group won first place 
for mixed ensemble, second-place hon-
ors for men’s chorus, a third place for 
men’s folk and a fourth place for wom-
en’s ensemble. Their combined score 
from all the competitions earned a spot 
in the finals. There they represented 
the United States against choirs from 
Hungary, Denmark and Wales. A seven 
member panel voted the Detroit Con-
cert Choir the best among the competi-
tors and awarded them a large bronze 
trophy and the title of Choir of the 
World. The choir impressed the judges 
by signing in five languages—English, 
Aruban, Portugese, Russian and Latin. 
After winning the competition, the 
choir honored the festival and their 
hosts by performing the Welsh national 
anthem and ‘‘God Save the Queen.’’ I 
know my Senate colleagues join me in 
honoring the extraordinary achieve-
ment of the Detroit Concert Choir in 
bringing home top honors at the 
Llangollen International Musical Ei-
steddfod. The members have made the 
State of Michigan and the entire Na-
tion proud.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL MUSEUM OF THE 
AMERICAN INDIAN ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1996 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 564, S. 1970. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1970) to amend the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian Act to make 
improvements in the Act, and for other pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank my colleagues for voting to 
adopt S. 1970, a bill to amend the Na-
tional Museum of the American Indian 
Act [NMAIA]. This legislation is in-
tended to codify existing policies and 
procedures practiced by the National 
Museum of the American Indian and 
the National Museum of Natural His-
tory and to amend the act so that its 
repatriation requirements are con-
sistent with the requirements of the 
Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act [NAGPRA]. The 
overriding purpose of this legislation is 
to ensure that the requirements for the 
inventory, identification, and return of 
Indian human remains and Indian fu-
nerary objects in the possession of the 
Smithsonian Institution are being car-
ried out and that the remains and fu-
nerary objects are being returned to 
their rightful keepers and protectors 
the Indian tribes. 

The possession of Indian human re-
mains and associated funerary objects 

by non-Indians has been a contentious 
issue for Indian tribes and Indian orga-
nizations for many years. In order to 
bring about a satisfactory resolution to 
these issues and to create a respectful 
dialog between the parties, Congress 
enacted the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act and 
the National Museum of the American 
Indian Act. In the years since its pas-
sage, the Smithsonian Institution has 
worked diligently to fulfill the man-
dates of both the NAGPRA and the 
NMAIA. Both the National Museum of 
the American Indian and the National 
Museum of Natural History employ 
written policies that are consistent 
with the spirit and intent of NAGPRA. 

S. 1970 will ensure that these policies 
are consistent with the requirements of 
NAGPRA by establishing additional 
procedures and deadlines for the com-
pletion of the Smithsonian’s repatri-
ation mandates. It mandates that a 
simple inventory of the remains and 
objects in the Smithsonian’s possession 
be completed by June 1, 1998, and that 
a written summary of all unassociated 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony in its 
possession be completed by December 
31, 1996. Second, S. 1970 requires that 
the Smithsonian notify and return ex-
peditiously all unassociated funerary 
objects, sacred objects, or objects of 
cultural patrimony to the appropriate 
individual, Indian tribe, or Native Ha-
waiian organization. In order to facili-
tate the repatriation process, the bill 
increases the membership of the repa-
triation committee and requires that 
two members be ‘‘traditional Indian re-
ligious elders.’’ Finally, this legisla-
tion allows the Smithsonian the flexi-
bility to go beyond the Act’s minimum 
requirements in returning the funerary 
and sacred objects and remains to In-
dian people. 

Mr. President, I would like to express 
my deep appreciation for the hard work 
and dedication of representatives of the 
Smithsonian who have cooperated tre-
mendously in the preparation of this 
legislation and who have continued to 
demonstrate their serious commitment 
to returning these sacred remains and 
objects to their rightful owners the In-
dian tribes. Finally, I would like to ex-
press my personal thanks for the tire-
less work of Senator INOUYE in making 
the National Museum of the American 
Indian a reality and for his efforts on 
behalf of this legislation. I thank my 
colleagues for their support of S. 1970. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
deemed read the third time, passed, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 1970) was deemed read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 1970 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE: REFERENCES. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘National Museum of the American In-
dian Act Amendments of 1996’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Whenever in this Act an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to or repeal of a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con-
sidered to be made to a section or other pro-
vision of the National Museum of the Amer-
ican Indian Act (20 U.S.C. 80q et seq.). 
SEC. 2. BOARD OF TRUSTEES. 

Section 5(f)(1)(B) (20 U.S.C. 80q–3(f)(1)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘an Assistant Sec-
retary’’ and inserting ‘‘a senior official’’. 
SEC. 3. INVENTORY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 11(a) (20 U.S.C. 
80q–9(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B)’’; 
(3) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘The Sec-

retary’’; and 
(4) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
‘‘(2) The inventory made by the Secretary 

of the Smithsonian Institution under para-
graph (1) shall be completed not later than 
June 1, 1998. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘inventory’ means a simple, itemized 
list that, to the extent practicable, identi-
fies, based upon available information held 
by the Smithsonian Institution, the geo-
graphic and cultural affiliation of the re-
mains and objects referred to in paragraph 
(1).’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 11(f) (20 U.S.C. 80q–9(f)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘to carry out this section’’ and 
inserting ‘‘to carry out this section and sec-
tion 11A’’. 
SEC. 4. SUMMARY AND REPATRIATION OF 

UNASSOCIATED FUNERARY OB-
JECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, AND CUL-
TURAL PATRIMONY. 

The National Museum of the American In-
dian Act (20 U.S.C. 80q et seq.) is amended by 
inserting after section 11 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 11A. SUMMARY AND REPATRIATION OF 

UNASSOCIATED FUNERARY OB-
JECTS, SACRED OBJECTS, AND CUL-
TURAL PATRIMONY. 

‘‘(a) SUMMARY.—Not later than December 
31, 1996, the Secretary of the Smithsonian In-
stitution shall provide a written summary 
that contains a summary of unassociated fu-
nerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony (as those terms are de-
fined in subparagraphs (B), (C), and (D), re-
spectively, of section 2(3) of the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatri-
ation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001(3)), based upon 
available information held by the Smithso-
nian Institution. The summary required 
under this section shall include, at a min-
imum, the information required under sec-
tion 6 of the Native American Graves Protec-
tion and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3004). 

‘‘(b) REPATRIATION.—Where cultural affili-
ation of Native American unassociated fu-
nerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony has been established in 
the summary prepared pursuant to sub-
section (a), or where a requesting Indian 
tribe or Native Hawaiian organization can 
show cultural affiliation by a preponderance 
of the evidence based upon geographical, 
kinship, biological, archaeological, anthro-
pological, linguistic, folkloric, oral tradi-
tional, historical, or other relevant informa-
tion or expert opinion, then the Smithsonian 
Institution shall expeditiously return such 
unassociated funerary object, sacred object, 
or object of cultural patrimony where— 

‘‘(1) the requesting party is the direct lin-
eal descendant of an individual who owned 
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the unassociated funerary object or sacred 
object; 

‘‘(2) the requesting Indian tribe or Native 
Hawaiian organization can show that the ob-
ject was owned or controlled by the Indian 
tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; or 

‘‘(3) the requesting Indian tribe or Native 
Hawaiian organization can show that the 
unassociated funerary object or sacred ob-
ject was owned or controlled by a member 
thereof, provided that in the case where an 
unassociated funerary object or sacred ob-
ject was owned by a member thereof, there 
are no identifiable lineal descendants of said 
member or the lineal descendants, upon no-
tice, have failed to make a claim for the ob-
ject. 

‘‘(c) STANDARD OF REPATRIATION.—If a 
known lineal descendant or an Indian tribe 
or Native Hawaiian organization requests 
the return of Native American unassociated 
funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of 
cultural patrimony pursuant to this Act and 
presents evidence which, if standing alone 
before the introduction of evidence to the 
contrary, would support a finding that the 
Smithsonian Institution did not have the 
right of possession, then the Smithsonian In-
stitution shall return such objects unless it 
can overcome such inference and prove that 
it has a right of possession to the objects. 

‘‘(d) MUSEUM OBLIGATION.—Any museum of 
the Smithsonian Institution which repatri-
ates any item in good faith pursuant to this 
Act shall not be liable for claims by an ag-
grieved party or for claims of fiduciary duty, 
public trust, or violations of applicable law 
that are inconsistent with the provisions of 
this Act. 

‘‘(e) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to prevent the 
Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, 
with respect to any museum of the Smithso-
nian Institution, with respect to any mu-
seum of the Smithsonian Institution, from 
making an inventory or preparing a written 
summary or carrying out the repatriation of 
unassociated funerary objects, sacred ob-
jects, or objects of cultural patrimony in a 
manner that exceeds the requirements of 
this Act. 

‘‘(f) NATIVE HAWAIIAN ORGANIZATION DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘Native Hawaiian organization’ has the 
meaning provided that term in section 2(11) 
of the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001(11)).’’. 
SEC. 5. SPECIAL COMMITTEE. 

Section 12 (20 U.S.C. 80q–10) is amended— 
(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 

by inserting ‘‘and unassociated funerary ob-
jects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural 
patrimony under section 11A’’ before the pe-
riod; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘five’’ and inserting ‘‘7’’; 
(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘three’’ and inserting ‘‘4’’; 

and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-

graph (3); and 
(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(2) at least 2 members shall be traditional 

Indian religious leaders; and’’. 

f 

OLDER AMERICANS INDIAN 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS ACT 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 569, S. 1972. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1972) to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to improve the provisions re-
lating to Indians, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank my colleagues for voting to 
adopt S. 1972, a bill to amend the Older 
Americans Act. S. 1972 makes technical 
corrections to the Act to clarify and 
improve the provisions relating to 
older Native Americans. 

Mr. President, many older Native 
Americans have benefited from pro-
grams authorized under the Older 
Americans Act. Indian tribes have pro-
vided much needed home-based care, 
meals and services to elderly tribal 
members living on Indian reservations 
and in nearby communities. In most 
cases, older Native Americans live in 
remote and isolated communities with 
little or no access to a grocery store, 
telephone, health care and other im-
portant services. Through the Older 
Americans Act, nutrition and support 
services can be provided to older Na-
tive Americans in their homes and 
communities on a daily basis. 

However, many of these services can 
be strengthened to ensure that Indian 
tribes are able to tailor nutritional and 
supportive programs to the cultural 
and geographic characteristics of their 
communities. Often, employment and 
nutrition programs are difficult to ad-
minister in Indian country because of 
the remoteness of the service area and 
the unique character of Indian cul-
tures. The changes in S. 1972 will en-
sure that Indian tribes and tribal orga-
nizations serving Native American el-
ders will be afforded maximum flexi-
bility in administering employment 
and nutrition programs to ensure that 
they are appropriate to the unique 
characteristics of the Indian commu-
nities. 

Mr. President, I have proposed a 
minor technical change to the bill as it 
was reported in the Committee on In-
dian Affairs. This amendment to Sec-
tion 2 of the bill is necessary to clarify 
that the proposed change to the defini-
tion of ‘‘reservation’’ will not alter any 
existing eligibility for Indians living 
near an Indian reservation. 

Mr. President, I wish to express my 
appreciation to Senators INOUYE and 
STEVENS, who joined me in sponsoring 
this legislation and my colleagues in 
the Senate who voted to pass S. 1972. 
This Act will bring us closer to meet-
ing the goals of the Older Americans 
Act to ensure that older Native Ameri-
cans will continue to benefit from the 
services provided by the Act. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
deemed read the third time, passed, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 1972) was deemed read the 
third time, and passed. 

(The text of the bill will be printed in 
a future edition of the RECORD.) 

f 

PANAMA NEW BASE RIGHTS 
NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
turn to the immediate consideration of 
calendar No. 268, S. Con. Res. 14. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 14) 
urging the President to negotiate a new base 
rights agreement with government of Pan-
ama to permit United States Armed Forces 
to remain in Panama beyond December 31, 
1999. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5202 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST], 
for Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 5202. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 3, line 3, strike all 

through the period on page 4, line 3, and in-
sert the following: 

(1) The President should negotiate a new 
base rights agreement with the Government 
of Panama— 

(A) taking into account the foregoing find-
ings; and 

(B) consulting with the Congress regarding 
any bilateral negotiations that take place. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I do hope 
the Senate will approve this resolution 
urging the President to negotiate an 
agreement with Panama to permit 
United States Armed Forces to main-
tain a presence in that country beyond 
the year 2000. 

The Panama Canal treaties state 
that unless we pursue an agreement 
with Panama, the United States mili-
tary must complete the withdrawal of 
its forces from Panama by the date. 
Imagine, if you can, the U.S. flag com-
ing down for the last time on December 
31, 1999—ending a special and unique 
relationship that has lasted almost a 
century. This must not be allowed to 
happen. 

The Panama Canal treaties provide 
for a continued United States military 
presence—if both parties express an in-
terest. 
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I feel strongly that it is in the best 

interests of both the United States and 
Panama to maintain a United States 
military presence in Panama. United 
States forces in Panama help promote 
stable democracies throughout the re-
gion and serve as a critical component 
for United States counter-drug moni-
toring and interdiction efforts. With-
out question, United States forces offer 
the best protection for the Panama 
Canal. If the United States leaves, the 
canal will be left literally undefended. 

Although the United States is en-
gaged in a drawdown of our forces, both 
overseas and in the United States, 
there are, nevertheless, more than 
135,000 United States troops remaining 
in Europe and almost 100,000 in the Pa-
cific. By early 1998, fewer than 6,000 
troops will remain in Panama—that is, 
basically 6,000 troops for the entire 
hemisphere. If total United States 
military withdrawal from Panama 
were to be allowed to happen, this na-
tion will be left with no major military 
presence in the region. 

Mr. President, I have had a number 
of meetings with Panamanians. They 
want us to stay. Polls in Panama show 
that about 75 percent of Panamanians 
want the United States to maintain 
military forces there beyond the year 
2000. It is time to negotiate a new base 
rights agreement. Congress should urge 
the President to negotiate a continued 
United States military presence in 
Panama. The House of Representatives 
approved this resolution in June 1995; 
and it was voted out of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee unani-
mously in December 1995. Now is the 
time to pursue an agreement with Pan-
ama. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to the 
resolution appear at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 5202) was agreed 
to. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution (S. Con 

Res. 14), with its preamble, is as fol-
lows: 

S. CON. RES. 14 
Whereas the Panama Canal is a vital stra-

tegic asset to the United States, its allies, 
and the world; 

Whereas the Treaty on the Permanent 
Neutrality and Operation of the Panama 
Canal signed on September 7, 1977, provides 
that Panama and the United States have the 
responsibility to assure that the Panama 
Canal will remain open and secure; 

Whereas such Treaty also provides that 
each of the two countries shall, in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional 
processes, defend the Canal against any 
threat to the regime of neutrality, and con-
sequently shall have the right to act against 
any aggression or threat directed against the 
Canal or against the peaceful transit of ves-
sels through the Canal; 

Whereas the United States instrument of 
ratification of such Treaty includes specific 
language that the two countries should con-
sider negotiating future arrangements or 
agreements to maintain military forces nec-
essary to fulfill the responsibility of the two 
countries of maintaining the neutrality of 
the Canal after 1999; 

Whereas the Government of Panama, in 
the bilateral Protocol of Exchange of instru-
ments of ratification, expressly ‘‘agreed 
upon’’ such arrangements or agreements; 

Whereas the Navy depends upon the Pan-
ama Canal for rapid transit in times of emer-
gency, as demonstrated during World War II, 
the Korean War, the Vietnam conflict, the 
Cuban Missile Crisis, and the Persian Gulf 
conflict; 

Whereas drug trafficking and money laun-
dering has proliferated in the Western Hemi-
sphere since the Treaty on the Permanent 
Neutrality and Operation of the Panama 
Canal was signed on September 7, 1977, and 
such trafficking and laundering poses a 
grave threat to peace and security in the re-
gion; 

Whereas certain facilities now utilized by 
the United States Armed Forces in Panama 
are critical to combat the trade in illegal 
drugs; 

Whereas the United States and Panama 
share common policy goals such as strength-
ening democracy, expanding economic trade, 
and combating illegal narcotics throughout 
Latin America; 

Whereas the Government of Panama has 
dissolved its military forces and has main-
tained only a civilian police organization to 
defend the Panama Canal against aggression; 
and 

Whereas certain public opinion polls in 
Panama suggest that many Panamanians de-
sire a continued United States military pres-
ence in Panama: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that— 

(1) the President should negotiate a new 
base rights agreement with the Government 
of Panama— 

(A) taking into account the foregoing find-
ings; and 

(B) consulting with the Congress regarding 
any bilateral negotiations that take place. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this concurrent resolu-
tion to the President. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 
6, 1996 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
9:30 a.m. on Friday, September 6; fur-
ther, that immediately following the 
prayer, the Journal of the proceedings 
be deemed approved to date, the morn-
ing hour be deemed to have expired, 

and the time for two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then proceed, under the 
order, to the consideration of the Em-
ployment Discrimination Bill; I further 
ask unanimous consent that at 12:30, 
immediately following the debate on 
the KENNEDY bill, there then be a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators to speak therein for up to 5 min-
utes each, with the time from 12:30 to 
1:30 under the control of Senator 
COVERDELL or his designee, and the 
time from 1:30 to 2:30 under the control 
of Senator DASCHLE or his designee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. FRIST. For the information of 
all Members, tomorrow morning, the 
Senate will begin 3 hours of debate on 
the Kennedy Employment Discrimina-
tion Bill, which was placed on the cal-
endar this evening. There will be no 
rollcall votes during Friday’s session. 

Following the period for morning 
business, the Senate will adjourn over 
until Monday. During Monday’s ses-
sion, the Senate will debate the defense 
authorization conference report. How-
ever, no votes will occur during Mon-
day’s session. 

On Tuesday, the Senate will debate 
the Defense of Marriage Act for 3 hours 
prior to the policy conference recess. 
At 2:15 on Tuesday, the Senate will 
vote on the defense authorization con-
ference report, to be followed by a vote 
on the Defense of Marriage Act, and 
following an additional 30 minutes of 
debate and vote on the Kennedy bill. 
The Senate will then begin consider-
ation of the Treasury-Postal Appro-
priations bill. All Senators should 
therefore be on notice that the next 
rollcall votes will begin at 2:15 on Tues-
day. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate tonight, I ask that the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11:17 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
September 6, 1996, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 5, 1996: 

THE JUDICIARY 

DONALD M. MIDDLEBROOKS, OF FLORIDA, TO BE U.S. 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF 
FLORIDA VICE JAMES W. KEHOE, RETIRED. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF EMILIO R.
JASO

HON. GREG LAUGHLIN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, one of the
privileges that I have most enjoyed as a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives is the op-
portunity to offer assistance to the hundreds of
veterans who reside in the 14th congressional
district, and today I would like to recognize
and pay tribute to someone who has devoted
countless hours to this cause, Emilio R. Jaso,
whose exemplary service as the Refugio
County veterans service officer has earned
him the respect and gratitude of area veter-
ans.

Emilio Jaso was appointed to the veterans
post in September 1988. A native of Refugio
County, he retired from the U.S. Air Force with
20 years active duty and 10 years reserve
duty of honorable service to our country. Mr.
Jaso served one tour of duty in Vietnam and
was awarded the Bronze Star Medal, Vietnam
Service Medal with two Bronze Commendation
Medals, and the Republic of Vietnam Cam-
paign Medal. In addition, he was awarded the
Army Good Conduct Medal, Air Force Good
Conduct Medal, National Defense Medal with
one Bronze Star, Presidential Unit Citation,
and the Air Force Outstanding Unit Award.

Known for his dedication, professionalism,
and long hours of service, Mr. Jaso was pre-
sented the Outstanding Veterans Service Offi-
cer of the Year for the San Antonio Region in
1992. Furthermore, the past 2 years he has
been selected the regional director for San
Antonio and is considered to be one of the
most respected county veterans service offi-
cers in the State.

Veterans service officers routinely provide
an array of assistance to veterans, including
compensation and pension matters, hos-
pitalization insurance, transportation, edu-
cation, GI home and farm loans, disability re-
tirement, and military records. Mr. Jaso contin-
ues to provide all of these services and many
more to area veterans.

Mr. Jaso also finds the time for a number of
other causes. He is a life member of Veterans
of Foreign Wars Post 6290 and was selected
as the Outstanding Post Service Officer for the
Department of Texas. He is a charter member
of the Knights of Columbus Council 1651,
charter member of the Refugio County Veter-
ans Monument Committee, member of Dis-
abled American Veterans Chapter 210, mem-
ber at-large of the American Veterans
[AMVETS]. Mr. Jaso is frequently called upon
by local schools to speak on patriotism.

In recognition of his outstanding service to
his country, Mr. Jaso has received certificates
of recognition and appreciation from the De-
partment Commander of the American Veter-
ans [AMVETS], the chairman of Veterans
Land Board for the State of Texas and the
Veterans of Foreign Wars.

Mr. Speaker, Refugio County is truly fortu-
nate to have a veterans service officer with
experience, compassion, and integrity that Mr.
Jaso brings to his job. Emilio Jaso embodies
the highest ideas of both government service
and civic responsibility, and he deserves our
profound gratitude and respect. I ask my col-
leagues to join me today in paying tribute to
this outstanding American.
f

GAO REPORT SUPPORTS GOALS OF
H.R. 2839

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, last December, I
introduced H.R. 2839, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of HHS to implement an on-line pre-
scription drug information management pro-
gram for Medicare beneficiaries. This system,
known as the Medicare Medication Evaluation
and Dispensing System [MMEDS], would pro-
vide the tools and information to beneficiaries
and their health care providers that are need-
ed to reduce instances of adverse drug inter-
actions, over-medication, and other problems
related to prescription drug use that harm our
Nation’s retirees and disabled.

On June 11, 1996, the General Accounting
Office issued report B–261530 which dis-
cussed the benefits of a similar system in the
Medicaid program. The report shows that the
Medicaid program has been a clear success
and—I would argue—supports the develop-
ment of such a system for the entire Medicare
elderly and disabled population.

Following are portions of the GAO sum-
mary—positive findings which I hope will help
us pass H.R. 2839 as a way to save money
and lives:

It is widely accepted in the health care
community that inappropriate use of pre-
scription drugs can cause adverse reactions
that can lead to drug-induced illness, hos-
pitalization, even death. Such inappropriate
use can also be expensive for the Medicaid
program. Concerned about this issue, the
Congress mandated that states establish uti-
lization review programs to review Medicaid
prescriptions before drugs are dispenses
(called prospective reviews) in order to pre-
vent potential adverse medical reactions.
The legislation did not require that prospec-
tive screening be automated. However, 43
States plus the District of Columbia have
implemented or plan to implement auto-
mated prospective drug utilization review
(PRODUR) systems. In most instances,
PRODUR systems are implemented concur-
rently with an automated screening capabil-
ity for Medicaid eligibility since both depend
on automated systems that offer real-time
responses to inquiries. The five States in our
review have this feature.

Automated prospective drug utilization re-
view (PRODUR) systems increased patient
safety and reduced Medicaid program costs
in the five states whose systems we exam-
ined; all five states found the systems bene-

ficial and worthwhile. During a 12-month pe-
riod ending June 30, 1995, these five states’
systems alerted pharmacists to over 6.3 mil-
lion prescriptions that had the potential to
cause adverse medical reactions from drug
therapy problems including drug-drug inter-
action, overutilization, and pregnancy con-
flict.2 Over 650,000 (10 percent) of these pre-
scriptions were canceled because of the po-
tential serious risk to patients. According to
state officials, pharmacists reviewed and
eventually filled the other prescriptions on
the basis of the pharmacists’ professional
judgment and/or consultation with the re-
cipients or their physicians.

Along with increasing patient safety, these
systems also reduced program costs by over
$30 million, according to state and contrac-
tor reports. Over $5 million of this total was
attributable to rejecting efforts to refill pre-
scriptions before a large portion of the ear-
lier prescription would have been consumed,
potentially causing harm to the patient; the
remaining $25 million resulted from prescrip-
tions that were denied due to patient ineli-
gibility. While these direct benefits are sig-
nificant, the major dollar savings, in all
likelihood—though more difficult to docu-
ment—are achieved through avoided hos-
pitalization due to inappropriate drug ther-
apy. On the basis of its review of studies re-
lated to drug-induced illnesses, the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) indicated that
6.4 percent of hospital admissions nationwide
can be traced to inappropriate drug therapy;
some studies cite even higher rates for the
elderly. Accordingly, avoided hospitalization
could potentially save hundreds of millions
of dollars annually. Savings could also ac-
crue because PRODUR systems can help
identify potential fraud, waste, and abuse.

The five states in our sample screened for
different conditions and handled prescription
cancellations differently. Consequently, re-
ported numbers and types of patient safety
alerts, prescription cancellations, and rates
of savings varied. One state, for example, did
not screen for pregnancy conflict. Three
states automatically deny prescriptions with
overutilization alerts, while the other two
states place the responsibility with phar-
macists to either deny or fill the prescrip-
tions following such alerts. At present,
states have no systematic way to share expe-
riences and best practices. One approach to-
ward accomplishing this would entail estab-
lishing a central clearinghouse at the state
or federal level to collect and disseminate in-
formation. This would allow all states to
make more informed decisions, offering citi-
zens the best protection and states the most
savings.

f

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
120 SUPPORTING INDEPENDENCE
OF UKRAINE

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to urge passage of House Concurrent
Resolution 120, a measure which I am
pleased to have cosponsored, supporting the
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independence and sovereignty of Ukraine and
progress of its political and economic reforms.
I commend Chairman GILMAN for his introduc-
tion of this important resolution and efforts to
ensure its passage.

On August 24, Ukraine celebrated its fifth
anniversary of independence. In doing so,
Ukraine confounded the predictions of some
Western analysts—made only a few years
ago—that it would break up or soon return to
Russia’s orbit. Despite the considerable chal-
lenges Ukraine continues to face, this strategi-
cally important country has emerged as a sta-
ble state where political differences, while at
times intense, are resolved peacefully and
democratically. The most recent evidence of
this is the Ukrainian parliament’s adoption of a
new constitution in June.

During the last 5 years, Ukraine has made
significant progress both at home and abroad.
On the international scene, Ukraine has exhib-
ited stability in a volatile region. United States-
Ukrainian relations are now on a solid footing
and are stronger than ever. The United States
is committed to helping Ukraine consolidate its
independence through economic and political
reform.

In 1994, Ukraine signed the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty [NPT] at the OSCE Sum-
mit in Budapest and ratified START–I, and just
a few months ago, on May 31, the last former
Soviet nuclear weapons were removed from
Ukrainian soil. While strengthening its ties with
the West, Ukraine is also attempting to forge
a constructive relationship with all its neigh-
bors, especially Russia, while emphasizing its
independence and resisting Russian attempts
at greater CIS military and political integration.
In fact, just last month, Ukraine’s defense min-
ister refused to sign a CIS statement on
NATO expansion. In so doing, he underscored
Ukraine’s belief that every independent state
has the right to make its own decision on
entry into NATO consistent with OSCE prin-
ciples. While outstanding problems with Rus-
sia remain, including the contentious issue of
basing for the Black Sea Fleet, efforts are
continuing toward their resolution.

The consolidation of Ukraine’s statehood is
also evident in the domestic arena. In June,
the Ukrainian parliament adopted a constitu-
tion after years of wrangling, further stabilizing
the political situation and paving the way to
more vigourous reform efforts, particularly in
the economic sphere. Also, tensions in Crimea
have diminished in the last year and the new
Crimean authorities appear to be more coop-
erative with the Ukrainian Government. More-
over, human rights, including minority rights,
continue to be generally respected in Ukraine
and the interethnic conflicts so common in
many other countries of the region have not
appeared in Ukraine.

In the past year, Ukraine has also witnessed
the beginnings of an economic overhaul:
Prices for many goods have been freed; the
budget deficit has been reduced; and inflation
has gone down. Just a few days ago,
Ukraine’s long-awaited new currency, the
hryvna, was introduced.

Mr. Speaker, despite the positive develop-
ments I have outlined, Ukraine still faces seri-
ous challenges—economic ills; a crippling bu-
reaucracy; corruption; the lack of a legal struc-
ture which hampers business and foreign in-
vestment; the growth of organized crime and

the lack of developed democratic institutions
and civil society. House Concurrent Resolution
120 underscores the dependence of Ukraine’s
economic and social stability on its ability to
build a stable market-based economy and a
legal system based on the rule of law. This
resolution, I am pleased to say, also address-
es another major challenge for Ukraine, by
urging Kyiv to continue its cooperative efforts
with the G–7 to safely and expeditiously shut
down the nuclear reactors at Chornobyl. Last
May, the House unanimously approved a res-
olution that I introduced on the Chornobyl dis-
aster which underscored the importance of G–
7 efforts to assist Ukraine in closing down
Chornobyl, and I am pleased that the inter-
national community has recently showed signs
of greater willingness to assist Ukraine in this
important endeavor.

Indeed, Ukraine’s struggle toward political
and economic reforms—to overcome the dev-
astating legacy of Soviet rule—will be formida-
ble. But this process, too, must be kept in per-
spective. Let us keep in mind that, historically,
the Ukrainian people have shown a tremen-
dous ability to overcome extremely unfavor-
able odds. As Chairman of the Helsinki Com-
mission, I have long tracked developments in
Ukraine and supported the Ukrainian people in
their struggle for freedom—well before Ukraine
became independent. I am familiar with the
tremendous sacrifices it took to achieve inde-
pendence. Despite the fact that independence
arrived peacefully 5 years ago, in 1991, it was
hard won, and there are still some in Russia,
including among the political elite, who have
not reconciled themselves to an independent
Ukraine. Throughout this bloody century, mil-
lions of Ukrainians sacrificed their very lives or
well-being because of their commitment to
freedom and independence. In short, you
might say that the Ukrainian people, in achiev-
ing independence and maintaining and
strengthening it over the last 5 years, have al-
ready beat the odds.

Mr. Speaker, I also think of how far Ukraine
has already come since independence. Given
that 5 years ago Ukraine in many repsects
had to start from scratch—lacking the nec-
essary institutions and state structures—I am
optimistic with respect to Ukraine’s future and
confident that the people of Ukraine will over-
come any challenges that lie ahead. Mr.
Speaker, House Concurrent Resolution 120
stresses the importance which this Congress
attaches to Ukraine’s sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity and urges continued United
States assistance to Ukraine for its political
and economic reforms. By providing this sup-
port, we will help the Ukrainian people to over-
come the challenges that lie ahead and will be
acting in a way that comports with both our
national interests and our long-standing val-
ues.

f

HONORING IRWIN TOWNSHIP’S
200TH ANNIVERSARY

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the community of Irwin Town-
ship, PA.

On Saturday, August 17, 1996, and Sunday,
August 18, 1996, the citizens of Irwin Town-
ship will gather to celebrate their 200th anni-
versary. It gives me great pleasure to recog-
nize Irwin Township on such a special occa-
sion.

Irwin Township, a small township in the
western part of Pennsylvania, extends for over
21,580 acres and has road mileage in excess
of 42 miles. A small community, Irwin Town-
ship has approximately 1,200 residents.

Once a farming and oil well drilling commu-
nity, Irwin Township today has many residents
who are employed as millworkers in its sur-
rounding communities.

As with many small towns across this Na-
tion, Irwin Township is also a community with
strong religious ties. This is so much so that
Irwin Township alone has seven churches
within its boundaries.

With their 200th anniversary on August 17
and 18, Irwin Township has become an inspi-
ration to all small communities throughout this
country, and will continue to be as we enter
the 21st century.

Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct pleasure to
recognize Irwin Township, PA, on their 200th
anniversary. Once again, I congratulate the
community of Irwin Township and offer my
best wishes for continued success.

f

A TRIBUTE TO EDITH MORRISON

HON. PETER DEUTSCH
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, today the
south Florida community mourns the loss of
Edith Morrison—an admired community lead-
er, beloved wife, mother, and grandmother. I
join with Edith’s family and her many friends to
mourn her loss and remember her positive im-
pact on the south Florida community.

Upon moving to south Florida from New
York, Edith immediately assumed a top lead-
ership role in our community. Succeeding her
husband Julius as president of the Sunrise
Democratic Club, Edith was an outspoken
public figure known for her honesty and integ-
rity. Edith was known among her friends as a
woman who always knew the facts of every
important issue. Forever a jealous advocate of
equal opportunity for all people, Edith knew
when to be out front on an issue and when to
exert quiet influence behind the scenes with
the utmost dignity. Edith gave generously of
her time, having served as president of the
Sunrise Lakes Women’s Club, active in local
labor organizations, and as a lifetime member
of B’nai B’rith.

Among her family, Edith is remembered as
the loving wife of her late husband Julius, the
mother of her two children—Marcie and
Ross—and as the grandmother of four grand-
children. In life, she earned the highest re-
spect and admiration of all who her knew her.
In death, she is remembered as a revered
leader who gave unselfishly to her family and
community. For all of us whose lives were
touched by Edith, we will miss her dearly.
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HONORING EMMITT WILLIAMS ON

THE OCCASION OF HIS RETIRE-
MENT FROM THE DOWNEY UNI-
FIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog-
nize my good friend, Emmitt Williams, an edu-
cator at South Middle School of the Downey
Unified School District. Emmitt is retiring after
nearly 40 years of dedicated service educating
generations of our youth. A strong and reliable
advocate for public schools, Emmitt has
worked tirelessly to ensure that our youth are
provided the best possible education.

Born in Emory and educated in Alba, TX,
Emmitt earned his bachelor of science and
masters of education from North Texas State
College. He began his career as a teacher in
1957 at Alamo School, in the Dallas Independ-
ent School District. In 1958, Emmitt moved to
California where he began teaching in the
Downey Unified School District, at Spencer
Williams Elementary, Downey Elementary, and
later at South Middle School.

Dedicated to advocating for our children,
schools, and teachers, Emmitt has held many
positions within the Downey Education Asso-
ciation, California Teachers Association [CTA],
and the National Education Association [NEA].
In the Downey Education Association he has
been a faculty representative, committee chair,
member of the board of directors and elected
six times to serve as president. Also, he has
been president of the CTA Southeastern Re-
gional Resource Center [RRC]. In the CTA
Southeastern Section he has been active as a
member of the board of directors and vice
president. At the State level of the CTA, he
has held positions as a member of the board
of directors, election committee, liaison com-
mittee, and the State council. Within the NEA,
Emmitt has been a representative to three
international conferences, a member of the
board of directors, resolution committee, and
three times chosen to be the chairman of the
host committee.

Emmitt’s years of unwavering commitment
earned him the respect and admiration of his
students, colleagues, and the community. He
has received the Honorary Service Award,
Continuing Service Award, and the Golden
Oak Award from the Parent Teachers Associa-
tion. Emmitt has also received the Award of
Distinction from the Teacher Education De-
partment at Tyler Junior College, local and
State Who Awards by the CTA, Representa-
tive Teacher Citation from the Downey Ma-
sonic Temple, Teacher of the Year from the
Downey Women’s Club, the Christa McAuliffe
Award, and the Southeastern RRC Gold
Award.

While maintaining an active role in edu-
cation, Emmitt has been a member of the
board of directors for the Long Beach Play-
house, volunteer at the Long Beach Civic
Light Opera and South Coast Repertoire, hon-
orary life member of the Downey Kiwanis
Club, member of the Downey Democratic
Club, Hubert Humphrey Democratic Club,
charter member of the Downey Historical As-
sociation, and chair of the Student Exchange
Program and the Downey-Guadalajara Sister
City Program. He has received the National

Town Affiliation Award from the American Mu-
nicipal Association in Washington, DC, a Com-
mendation of Outstanding Community Service
from the city of Downey, and four student-
sponsored youth awards from the Downey
Kiwanis Club.

Mr. Speaker, on August 18, 1996, teachers,
administrators, former students, and commu-
nity members gathered to honor Emmitt Wil-
liams for his contributions to the field of edu-
cation and to the community. It is with pride
that I ask my colleagues to join me in saluting
this exceptional man for his outstanding record
of educational service to our young people.
f

PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO THE
NEW RIVER GORGE NATIONAL
RIVER

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2292 as re-

ported by the Committee on Resources con-
tains a number of provisions relating to three
units of the National Park System in the State
of West Virginia.

The primary purpose of these provisions are
to make boundary modifications to the New
River Gorge National River. In this regard, I
would note that similar boundary modifications
passed the House of Representatives on two
occasions: in the 102d Congress as part of
H.R. 4382 and in the 103d Congress as title
I of H.R. 3252. At the beginning of the 104th
Congress, I reintroduced these boundary
modifications as part of H.R. 640.

In this regard, a provision of H.R. 2292
would modify the boundary of the New River
Gorge National River to expand it by 8,768
acres. Of this total, one tract, known as the
Ward estate property, accounts for 7,000
acres with an additional 800 acres of
inholdings within that tract. This property is
viewed as a critical addition to the national
park unit, as it is located directly across from
the Grandview area which is one of the most
highly visited and scenic areas of the New
River. It should be noted that there is no inten-
tion to acquire the 800 acres of inholdings.
The remaining 968 acres consisting of willing
seller property remnants of which 786 acres
have already been acquired with the remain-
ing 182 acres pending acquisition.

All in all, the proposed additions to the New
River Gorge National River would enhance
scenic or natural resources already included in
the park unit, including peregrine falcon sites,
as well as provide for better visitor access.

The pending legislation would also provide
for a minor boundary modification to the
Bluestone National Scenic River to include 40
acres of riverfront land that were inadvertently
excluded when the river was designated in
1988.

Aside from these boundary matters, the leg-
islation would reaffirm the State of West Vir-
ginia’s jurisdiction over fish and wildlife re-
sources within the New River Gorge National
River, as well as over fish stocking activities
there. This is a conforming amendment as a
similar provision is contained in the enabling
legislation for the neighboring Gauley River
National Recreation Area.

Further, the bill would conform the act which
designated the New River Gorge National

River with provisions applicable to the Gauley
River National Recreation Area in two other
respects. First, it would extend to the National
River a provision in the National Recreation
Area’s enabling legislation authorizing the
Secretary to enter into a cooperative agree-
ment with the State of West Virginia to main-
tain and improve existing roads and public
rights-of-way within the boundary of the Na-
tional River to the extent necessary to facili-
tate and improve reasonable access. Second,
the amendments would extend to the National
River a provision in the National Recreation
Area’s enabling legislation authorizing the ac-
quisition of remnant lands in order to minimize
the payment of severance costs.

Also in the way of technical and sundry
amendments, the bill would amend the ena-
bling legislation for the Gauley River National
Recreation Area by providing for the upstream
river boundary to revert to its original location
in the event construction on a proposed hydro-
electric power facility is not commenced within
the time required in its license. The enabling
legislation established the upstream boundary
at the foot of Summersville Dam, but provided
for an automatic downstream boundary adjust-
ment in the event a hydroelectric power facility
was licensed for the area within a prescribed
period of time. The facility was licensed, how-
ever, no provision was made in the enabling
legislation to readjust the boundary upstream
in the event the power facility was never con-
structed.

The Gauley River National Recreation Area
is also affected by this legislation by a provi-
sion which provides river access for non-
commercial recreation users within the Na-
tional Recreation Area at a place known as
Woods Ferry. Currently, the only public access
to the area is located at its upstream bound-
ary, with all other access sites being privately
owned primarily by commercial whitewater
outfitters. This situation poses an access prob-
lem for the general public, including private
boaters. The Woods Ferry site, located in the
middle section of the Recreation Area, is ideal
because and access road is already in place
and it is owned by willing sellers to the Na-
tional Park Service.

A final provision of this bill would amend the
designating legislation for the Bluestone Na-
tional Scenic River to authorize the Secretary
to negotiate a memorandum of understanding
or cooperative agreement with the owner of a
tract of land outside of the boundary of the
scenic river or to acquire the tract with the
owner’s consent, in order to provide upstream
access to the scenic river.

Mr. Speaker, I commend this bill to the
House.
f

A HEALTH INSURANCE POLICY
FOR $25,600: THE NEED FOR H.R.
3342

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, we need national
health insurance reform.

I recently received a letter from a man in the
Midwest which reported the following example
of the need for reform. Three years ago, his
wife’s COBRA health insurance continuation
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policy expired. As required by law, the insur-
ance company had to offer conversion to an
individual policy—but the law does not specify
at what price that policy has to be offered. The
company made an offer almost every family in
America would have to refuse—$25,600 per
year.

Why so much? The wife had been sick but
not seriously so.

She has been without health insurance for
over 3 years now. It will be 2 more years be-
fore she will be eligible for Medicare. The hus-
band is already on Medicare.

Kennedy-Kassebaum will not help in this
type of case. There is no guaranteed issue for
individual policies. For those who have been
out of the work force for a while, it offers no
protection.

The family’s plea is not to raise the age of
eligibility for Medicare: ‘‘Now her only hope is
to have reasonable access to Medicare by her
65th birthday in July 1998. If you take that
away, a major medical occurrence would ruin
this family.’’

Mr. Speaker, Kennedy-Kassebaum was a
small first step. Let’s step forward and fill in
the remaining gaps in health insurance. I’ve
introduced legislation, H.R. 3342, which would
make COBRA health continuation rights per-
manent after age 55. Anyone, for whatever
reason, would be able to buy COBRA group
rate insurance after age 55 and until they
reach age 65 and Medicare eligibility. This
type of legislation would provide some mean-
ingful help to families who cannot afford the
cost of individual policies.
f

DEVILS TOWER NATIONAL
MONUMENT

SPEECH OF

HON. BARBARA CUBIN
OF WYOMING

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, August 1, 1996

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing legislation to ensure that the name of
Devils Tower National Monument remain un-
changed.

For more than 100 years the name Devils
Tower has applied to the geologic formation in
my State and has since appeared as such on
maps in Wyoming and nationwide. The name
was given to the monument by a scientific
team, directed by Gen. George Custer and es-
corted by Col. Richard Dodge in 1875, and is
universally recognized as an important land-
mark that distinguishes the northeastern part
of Wyoming. The monument has brought a
vital tourist industry to that portion of the State
due to its unique character and structure.

According to a July 17, 1996, release by the
United States Board on Geographic Names,
the National Park Service has advised the
board that several Native American groups do
intend to submit a proposal, if one has not al-
ready been submitted, to change the name of
the monument. On September 4–6, 1996, the
Superintendent of Devils Tower, Deborah
Liggett, is scheduled to give a presentation at
the Western States Geographic Names Con-
ference in Salt Lake City, UT, giving the Na-
tive American perspective.

During a July 1, 1996, meeting with Ms.
Liggett she gave me her assurance that she
had no intention of proposing a name change

for the monument, and made it clear to me
that on one else was in the process of initiat-
ing a name change. The legislation that I am
introducing today on behalf of the State of Wy-
oming will ensure that the name of the geo-
logical formation, historically known as Devils
Tower, remain unchanged.

It is my belief and the belief of hundreds of
people from around the region that the name
change will only bring economic hardship to
the tourist industry in the area. I cannot and
will not stand idly by and allow that to happen.
I commend this bill to my colleagues and urge
them to join me in cosponsoring it.
f

THE BEDFORD PUBLIC LIBRARY

HON. WILLIAM H. ZELIFF, JR.
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize a very important addition to the
community of Bedford, NH. After years of
planning, fundraising and hard work, the
dream of having a public library in the town of
Bedford has become a reality. On June 23,
1996, the Bedford Public Library opened its
doors to the people of the surrounding com-
munity.

The Bedford Public Library offers more than
just a place where an individual can go to
read, or a child can go to research his or her
school project. This facility also offers the Bed-
ford community a common place to gather. On
the lower level visitors will find a coffee shop,
an art gallery and two community meeting
rooms.

In addition to these amenities, the library
has one of the finest children’s learning cen-
ters in New England. The learning center is
furnished with a puppet theater, a craft-activity
area, a reading center that includes a section
for the reading and hearing impaired, and
Camelot, a reading castle. Also, included is
the computer and reference center. Each com-
puter is connected to the Internet and has
CD–ROM access for state of the art sound
and picture collections.

This library would not have been made pos-
sible if it was not for the vision of one special
person, Ms. Francis Wiggin. Ms. Wiggin estab-
lished a goal more than 35 years ago and with
help of the trustees, the Bedford Lions Club,
the Bedford Rotary Club, the Bedford Garden
Club, the town and the people of Bedford, she
is responsible for the creation of this beautiful
library.

I am extremely proud of this community-
wide effort and would like to congratulate all
who have devoted their time and effort to such
a great cause. I wish the people of Bedford
the best of luck with their new community fa-
cility.
f

THANK YOU, BOB FERGUSON, FOR
YOUR LOYAL SERVICE

HON. JACK FIELDS
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it was
with mixed emotions that I announced last De-

cember 11 my decision to retire from the
House at the conclusion of my current term.
As I explained at the time, the decision to re-
tire was made more difficult because of the
loyalty and dedication of my staff—and be-
cause of the genuine friendship I feel for them.
Each one of them has served the men and
women of Texas’ Eighth Congressional District
in an extraordinary way.

Today, I want to thank one member of my
staff—Bob Ferguson, my administrative assist-
ant—for everything he’s done for me and my
constituents in the 16 years that he has
worked in my office.

From the day I first took my oath of office,
Bob has managed and overseen the oper-
ations of my Washington office. I have relied
on his experience and counsel on personnel,
budgeting and administrative matters, as well
as advising me on various legislative issues
throughout my 16 years in this institution.
More recently, in my final term in the House,
Bob has served as my legislative director, per-
sonally handling social issues, welfare reform,
Government reform, energy issues, clean air
legislation, private property rights and endan-
gered species legislation. The fact is that Bob
has served on Capitol Hill longer than I have.

He came to my office from the Senate Re-
publican Policy Committee, then chaired by
Senator John Tower of Texas, where he
served as a staff economist. In that position,
Bob conducted research and formulated posi-
tion papers on economic policy. In 1980, he
assisted in the development of the economic
policy plank of the Republican platform as a
staffer to the Republican Convention Platform
Committee, also chaired by Senator Tower.

Following the Presidential election, Bob
served as a member of the Reagan adminis-
tration transition team for the Department of
the Treasury—helping to develop economic
policy papers, and helping to fill key positions
in the Treasury Department.

From 1977 to 1978, Bob had served on the
staff of the House Republican Study Commit-
tee, working closely with our former colleague,
Jack Kemp, on a variety of supply-side eco-
nomic initiatives.

In addition to his work on my staff, Bob is
an extremely active member of his church, the
Church of Latter Day Saints. He is devoted to
his lovely wife, Carol, and to his children
Robby, Alecia, and Michael.

Bob is well-known as an avid fan of
Brigham Young University football, and is also
known as an enthusiastic gardener. More re-
cently, he has begun a new hobby, beekeep-
ing.

I have depended on his advise and counsel
throughout my years in Congress, and appre-
ciate this opportunity to express my gratitude
for everything he has done for me over the
years.

Bob Ferguson is one of those hard working
men and women who make all of us in this in-
stitution look better than we deserve. I know
he has done that for me, and I appreciate this
opportunity to publicly thank him for the dedi-
cation, loyalty and professionalism he has ex-
hibited throughout the years it has been my
privilege to know and work with him.

Bob has yet to make a definite decision
about what he wants to do when I retire from
office. But I am confident that the skills and
the personal qualities he has demonstrated in
my office will lead to continued success in the
future.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E1519September 5, 1996
Mr. Speaker, I know you join with me in

saying thank you to Bob Ferguson for his
years of loyal service to me, to the men and
women of Texas’ Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict, and to this great institution.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE FEDERATION
LIFE INSURANCE OF AMERICA IN
THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Federation Life Insurance of
America in the State of Wisconsin, in recogni-
tion of its 25th National Quadrennial Conven-
tion, held on September 1, 1996.

From its incorporation in Wisconsin in 1913
to the present, the Federation Life Insurance
of America has remained an active and suc-
cessful fraternal organization. Second and
third generations of Americans of Polish de-
scent, as well as members from diverse ethnic
and cultural backgrounds, continue to enjoy
the benefits of Federation Life’s sound fiscal
management and strong commitment to serv-
ice. As a fraternal organization, Federation
Life sponsors a variety of social and cultural
activities, contributing to a strong sense of
community and good qualify of life.

Congratulations to Federation Life Insurance
of America on its 25th national convention. I
commend Federal Life’s service to its mem-
bers and their communities and extend my
best wishes for a bright and successful future.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE TOWN OF
NINETY SIX, SC

HON. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to pay tribute to and con-
gratulate the town of Ninety Six, SC, which is
having is 1996 centennial celebration on Fri-
day, September 6, 1996.

The town of Ninety Six, located in Green-
wood County has a distinctive history dating
from the mid-1700’s. During colonial times, the
trading settlement began to grow around the
96th milepost on a trail from the Lower Chero-
kee capital, Keowee, thus giving this town its
name.

Noted for its historical significance, Ninety
Six played an important role in the Revolution-
ary War. It was the site of the first revolution-
ary battle in the South on November 19–21,
1775. The British overtook this settlement and
fortified it as an important strategic fort. This
settlement existed until after a second battle
for the area that was ultimately won by the
British. Shortly after the attempted siege of the
fort, the British abandoned the area. The town
grew and was renamed Cambridge after the
College of Cambridge which was built after the
Revolutionary War. During the 1800’s, the vil-
lage became a ghost town. In 1852, the town
assumed its original name, when the second
railroad in South Carolina was built through
the area.

Ninety Six is also historic in the States
rights debate. In 1856, 10,000 citizens came
out to honor Congressman Preston S. Brooks
with a dinner in vindication of his assault on
Charles Sumner of Massachusetts on the
Senate floor for a speech insulting to South
Carolina and Senator Butler of South Carolina.

Today, Ninety Six is comprised of a popu-
lation of 2,200 with industry ranging from retail
firms to manufacturing plants and textiles. Lo-
cated near Lake Greenwood and Ninety Six
National Park Historic Site, Ninety Six pro-
vides many opportunities to enjoy this area’s
natural beauty.

It is my pleasure to honor this historic town
and its people on this day.
f

IN HONOR OF REPRESENTATIVE
JIM BUNNING

HON. FRANK WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to
rise in support of our colleague, Representa-
tive JIM BUNNING, who was recently inducted
into the Baseball Hall of Fame in Coopers-
town, NY.

JIM has earned the respect and admiration
of many across the country through his hard
work and dedication to excellence. These
trials have not only helped JIM during his ten-
ure in the House, but throughout his long and
distinguished major league baseball career. In
the House, JIM has been a leader in preserv-
ing Social Security, and his fair-minded style
as chairman of the Social Security Sub-
committee of the House Ways and Means
Committee has earned him deserved praise
from both sides of the aisle. His determination
and diligence is admired by all.

Of course, his legacy to the sport of base-
ball is well know. As a pitcher with the Phila-
delphia Phillies, he was a fan favorite. The
Phillies recently celebrated his accomplish-
ments with a JIM BUNNING Day at Veterans
Stadium in Philadelphia. JIM won 224 games
throughout his big league career and tossed
two nohitters as well. He has never backed
down from a challenge, whether from an op-
posing hitter or an opponent in Congress, and
I know we are all proud of JIM upon his induc-
tion to the hall of fame.

I wanted to submit for the RECORD a copy
of an outstanding editorial which recently ap-
peared in the Winchester (Virginia) Star in my
congressional district. This editorial, written by
Adrian O’Connor, does a wonderful job of
summing up how much JIM BUNNING has
meant to the game of baseball and, more im-
portantly, to our great Nation.

A PITCHER SPEAKS, BUNNING EXPOUNDS ON
BASEBALL, AND LIFE

COOPERSTOWN, NY.—He is, frankly, of an-
other time, when Jesuits were Jesuits and
still Soldiers of Jesus, and major league ball
players were grown men still enthralled with
a little boy’s game. But, much like another
Republican of some renown, Patrick J. Bu-
chanan, Jim Bunning refuses to merely wax
nostalgic about the past, his Age of Inno-
cence; he years to re-create it on a modern
stage.

Which, in our mind, especially with regard
to baseball, would not be all that bad a
thing.

In a riveting, albeit lengthy, speech upon
his induction here Sunday to baseball’s Hall
of Fame, Mr. Bunning, the flinty hurler
turned politician, leveled his rhetorical
sights on all hands involved in what he
deems the shameful sullying of our National
Pastime. To quote John Adams from the hit
musical ‘‘1776,’’ he ‘‘has such a desire to
knock heads together.’’ And for good reason.
In his view, both owners and players are
doing their darndest to destroy a timeless
game.

Thus, to the owners, Mr. Bunning said,
‘‘Get your house in order. Figure out how
you want to share your revenue without
going to the players and asking them to foot
the bill.’’

To the players, he added, ‘‘Look beyond
your contractual obligations. Conduct your-
selves as gentlemen. No one player is bigger
than the game. Treat the fans with dignity
and respect.’’

And, finally, to both the owners and play-
ers, he stated, ‘‘Get a commissioner, a real
commissioner with restored powers of the
commissioner’s office prior to 1950 . . . For
over four years, baseball has been rudderless.
For God’s sake, and for the game’s sake, find
a rudder.’’

Fans and media alike here last weekend
could be forgiven for assuming that Mr.
Bunning would not object if he were sud-
denly cast in the role of ‘‘rudder.’’ After all,
he has witnessed the game from a variety of
perspectives—as hard-nosed Hall of Fame
Pitcher, as player representative for a dozen
years, and, after his retirement, as a player
agent. However, he maintains he has no de-
sire to play powerless wet nurse to the own-
ers, to ‘‘28 bosses with such egos.’’ However,
if the hue and cry became such, as it did in
1920 when Kenesaw Mountain Landis was ex-
tended the task of cleaning up the game,
that the office of commissioner was reconsti-
tuted (with teeth), then who knows? Perhaps
Jim Bunning might be interested.

Until then, he can serve as an advocate for
the game—and, by example, for a way of life
lost in the modern shuffle. Educated by Jesu-
its in the pre-Vatican II days, Mr. Bunning,
the father of nine, is unabashedly Catholic
and conservative, and unabashedly blunt
about his beliefs. He is, he says, a product of
his father’s public-spiritedness—‘‘ ‘Get in-
volved,’ he always told me’’—the uncompro-
mising moral approach of the Jesuits, and
his wife Mary’s prayers and dedication to the
homeplace.

But yet, the Kentucky congressman is also
a product of that little boy’s game he played
so superbly. ‘‘My life in baseball prepared me
well,’’ he told the Induction Day crowd. ‘‘I
learned that if you set goals high enough,
keep trying to achieve them, and work hard,
you can do anything you want to do . . . You
can overcome your shortcomings with hard
work and perseverance.’’

Advice tendered in Cooperstown, yet well
worth hearing in most every city and town
the nation over.

f

SUPPORT THE ANTITERRORISM
PROVISIONS

SPEECH OF

HON. JOHN LINDER
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, August 2, 1996
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support

of this rule that will permit us to bring a num-
ber of modest antiterrorism provisions to the
House floor under suspension of the rules.
These proposals will provide a short-term re-
sponse to concerns raised from the bombings
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at Oklahoma City, the Word Trade Center,
Saudi Arabia, and the involvement of terrorism
in the recent explosion at Centennial Olympic
Park and, possibly, TWA flight 800.

We remain vulnerable to random, cowardly
attacks; and we have a duty to reassure our
citizens that we will ensure domestic tranquility
and protect every American’s civil liberties.
The terrorist’s goal is to undermine free soci-
ety, and we must not capitulate by infringing
upon the constitutionally guaranteed rights of
our citizens.

The President met with congressional lead-
ers to discuss initiatives to combat terrorism.
President Clinton supported a number of over-
reaching provisions that would have slowed
the progress of its passage in the House.
These proposals included increasing the wire-
tap capability of Federal law enforcement offi-
cers and mandating taggants. These propos-
als were controversial because of concerns
about the serious constitutional questions they
raised. We were able to delete from the bill
the more troublesome suggestions, and we
have before us a bill that will receive over-
whelming support from the House.

We have already appropriated increased
funds and passed an antiterrorism bill in this
Congress. However, the President has asked
us to pass additional provisions before we go
home for the District work period. The House
wanted to act before the August recess on the
provisions generally agreed upon by a con-
sensus of the House, and the Suspension of
the Rules process is the procedure that per-
mits us to achieve this goal. The rule institut-
ing a suspension of the rules procedure is not
the best possible situation; but it does require
two-thirds majority for passage, it expedites
the passage of the bill, and it assures that
these important measures will pass the House
before our August adjournment.

I am pleased that the bill urges the Presi-
dent to secure multilateral sanctions against
international terrorist states, creates a com-
mission to review all aspects of this Nation’s
terrorism policies, and requires the implemen-
tation of past legislation freezing the assets of
foreign terrorist organizations and removing
aliens convicted of a crime. We also reaffirm
our disdain for the misuse of Federal power by
including an important provision that increases
the penalty for criminal violations of the Pri-
vacy Act from a misdemeanor to a felony, in-
creases the minimum penalty for civil viola-
tions of the Privacy Act, and increases the
punishment for unlawful disclosure of wiretap
information from 5 to 10 years.

We can also utilize new products to further
protect our airports. To date, the investigation
into the recent crash of TWA flight 800 in New
York has not yet recovered conclusive evi-
dence that the plane was brought down by an
explosive device. However, the incident re-
newed concerns that this Nation has not ele-
vated its security measures at domestic air-
ports to keep up with advancements in tech-
nology. This legislation enables domestic air-
ports to aggressively search for and prevent
explosives from causing destruction through
enhanced explosive detection procedures and
baggage screening.

I support the rule that will bring this bill to
the House floor today under suspension of the
rules. This is an important bill that has wide bi-
partisan support, and I support its swift pas-
sage.

IMPACT AID AMENDMENTS

HON. WILLIAM F. GOODLING
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, on May 7,
1996, the House passed H.R. 3269, amending
the Impact Aid Program to make technical
changes and address several issues which
have arisen since the program was last modi-
fied during the 103d Congress.

The Senate has now amended this legisla-
tion and returned it to us for further consider-
ation. Several of the Senate amendments take
the approach of the House-passed legisla-
tion—they either correct problems with current
law or address issues which have arisen since
its enactment in the 103d Congress. For ex-
ample, the bill contains a provision which al-
lows heavily impacted districts to use prior
year, rather than current year data when they
apply for impact aid benefits. This provision
will prevent the long delays—19 to 22 months
after funds have been appropriated—such dis-
tricts currently experience in receiving impact
aid dollars.

However, there are other amendments
which provide special fixes for individual
school districts.

I would like to reiterate the statement I
made when H.R. 3269 first passed the House
in May. All the special changes we made to
impact aid over the years of its existence, in
the long run, were harmful to the program.
They gave it a bad reputation as a pork pro-
gram and affected its appropriations. While I
will not object to enactment of this legislation
because it contains provisions which will bene-
fit a large number of school districts affected
by a Federal presence, I do want to go on
record indicating that I will be very reluctant to
accept such changes in the future.
f

THIRD ANNUAL AFRICAN-
AMERICAN DAY PARADE

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday,
September 28, 1996, the residents of Con-
necticut will participate in the third annual Afri-
can-American Day Parade. The parade is an
opportunity to celebrate and dramatize the dy-
namic history of African-Americans, as well as
to salute the outstanding achievements of Afri-
can-Americans in the fields of education,
science, music, history, arts, and sports. This
year’s theme will be ‘‘The Celebration of Afri-
can Children.’’

The parade, which was conceived by the
late Isabell Mendes Blake, Jackee Bryant, and
the Honorable Carrie Saxon Perry, high lights
the significant contributions made by African-
Americans during the growth and development
of the United States and Connecticut. The pa-
rade features marching bands, concerts,
speeches, and entertainment.

Congratulations are in order for the mem-
bers of the African American Committee, Inc.:
Jackee Bryant, Ernestine Brown, Ula Dodson,
Phyllis Lewis, Louis Martin, William Turner,
James Turner, Mona Holden, Barbara Ann

Williams, Ron Harris, Louise Cooper, Ebony
Adams, Nelson Bank, Alvin Bingham, Michael
Fothergill, Valerie Joyner, Leslie Manselle,
Jonis Martin, Hazel Patrick, Mattie Reynolds,
Bonnie Rowe, Matthew Steele, Roma Wil-
liams, Clarice Webb, and Andrew Woods.

We are proud to have these individuals as
members of our community. Their work and
efforts help strengthen our community and are
something that we can all be proud of.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DAVID MINGE
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote

402 on H.R. 447 I was unavoidably detained
on an airplane flight that was badly delayed by
mechanical problems and by weather condi-
tions. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’ I ask unanimous consent that my state-
ment appear in the RECORD immediately fol-
lowing rollcall vote No. 402.
f

CONGRATULATIONS DR. RANDALL
C. MORGAN, JR.

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I am proud

to commend Dr. Randall C. Morgan, Jr., a
decorated physician who has dedicated his life
to improving the quality of life for African-
Americans, as well as all Americans. On July
31, 1996, Dr. Morgan was installed as the
95th president of the National Medical Asso-
ciation [NMA].

Dr. Morgan announced that the theme of his
1-year term as NMA president would be ‘‘NMA
Development for the 90’s.’’ The goals of this
agenda are to enhance the organization’s
membership, image, and financial develop-
ment.

Our Nation’s oldest and largest minority
physician organization, the National Medical
Association, was founded in 1895 to represent
the interests of more than 22,000 African-
American physicians. The organization’s mis-
sion to improve the health status of America,
particularly black Americans.

Dr. Morgan’s family has lived in Gary, IN for
three generations. Dr. Morgan graduated from
Gary Roosevelt High School, Grinnell College,
Howard University Medical School, and the
Northwestern University Medical Center.

Dr. Morgan has practiced medicine in his
hometown for over 20 years. With the assist-
ance of his late father, Dr. Randall Morgan,
Sr., he founded the Orthopaedic Centers and
served as its president until its affiliation with
the Indiana Hand Center in 1966. Dr. Morgan
currently has offices in Gary, Hobart,
Merrillville, Portage, and Valparaiso.

Dr. Morgan has enhanced his professional
skills by being certified by several organiza-
tions. These organizations include: Diplomate
of the American Board of Orthopaedic Sur-
gery; Fellow of the American Academy of
Orthopaedic Surgery; and Fellow of the Amer-
ican College of Surgeons. Moreover, Dr. Mor-
gan is licensed to practice medicine in Indi-
ana, Illinois, Ohio, and California.
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Dr. Morgan has shared his expertise with

many professional organizations of which he is
a member. These memberships include:
American Medical Association, since 1974;
National Medical Association, since 1975; Indi-
ana State Medical Society, since 1976; Lake
County Medical Society, since 1976; Indiana
Orthopaedic Society, since 1977; Illinois
Orthopaedic Society, since 1977; International
Arthroscopy Association, since 1981;
Arthoroscopy Association of North America,
since 1981; Mid-America Orthopaedic Asso-
ciation, since 1982; Clinical Orthopaedic Soci-
ety, since 1986; and board of directors of
Banc One Merrillville, since 1986.

Dr. Morgan’s success has been recognized
by several prestigious institutions. In 1992, he
received an honorary doctor of science degree
from Grinnell College in Grinnell, IA. In 1986,
Dr. Morgan was named ‘‘Physician of the
Year’’ by the National Medical Association,
northwest Indiana chapter. In 1972, Dr. Mor-
gan was recognized as ‘‘Orthopaedic Resident
of the Year’’ by Northwestern University in
Chicago, IL.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to join me in commending
Dr. Randall Morgan, Jr. for his dedicated serv-
ice to the medical profession. He, his wife,
Karen, and their children Sharon, Laura, and
Carla, can all be proud of his commitment to
improve the quality of life for the residents of
Indiana’s First Congressional District. Dr. Mor-
gan, like his father, is a true pioneer in his
profession.

f

TRIBUTE TO CALEB RICHTER-TATE

HON. BILL BARRETT
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I
have received the following script by Caleb
Richter-Tate, a fine young Nebraskan. Caleb
is the Nebraska winner for the Voice of De-
mocracy broadcast script-writing contest, con-
ducted by the Veterans of Foreign Wars and
the Ladies Auxiliary. I believe his statement
serves as a challenge to all Americans.

ANSWERING AMERICA’S CALL

(By Caleb Richter-Tate)

‘‘Good morning. This is your wake-up
call.’’

When I’m on vacation, it is very enjoyable
for me to be awakened by a pleasant-voiced
individual on the other end of the phone. If
I choose to answer my wake-up call, I’m
alerted to the beginning of a new day and
I’m awake to see what it has to offer.

Throughout the day our lives are filled
with a variety of calls—people call us to
breakfast, bells call us to classes, sirens call
our attention to misfortune or danger, and
telephones call us to relaxation or to busi-
ness concerns. If we are fortunate, we are
able to answer these varied calls. But like
the person on vacation, we can only respond
to the demands of our various calls if we
have first answered our wake-up call.

In a similar manner, every day America
sends all of us a wake-up call. If we choose to
answer it, we are awake to the demands and
challenges of local, state, and national con-
cerns. If we ignore the call, we sleep through
events and situations that we are never able
to influence simply because we weren’t even
aware of them.

Early in our nation’s history, Americans
chose to answer our country’s wake-up call.
For George Washington, Patrick Henry, and
Thomas Jefferson, that call awakened them
to the challenges of American independence.
Almost a century later, William Tecumsah
Sherman, Ulysses S. Grant, and Abraham
Lincoln answered the call that summoned
them to preserve Americans’ unity. And
early in the 20th century, Andrew Carnegie,
John D. Rockefeller, and Henry Ford heard
and answered the call to industrialize Amer-
ica.

As long as there is an America, she will be
issuing wake-up calls to her citizens so that
we may answer and rise to the challenges of
the day.

As we step toward the 21st century, we
need to shake off our sleepy complacency
and answer America’s present-day call—the
call is to educate ourselves, the call is to im-
prove our society, and the call is to reestab-
lish our national morality.

Just as the wake-up call received by a va-
cationer enables him to begin a day of sight-
seeing and adventure, we must answer the
call from America that alerts us to the fact
that an educated citizenry is crucial for us
to remain a world-power in the 21st century.

We must focus efforts on keeping students
in school, on providing advanced educational
opportunities for those who are qualified,
and on harnessing the advances in tech-
nology toward the benefit rather than to-
ward the destruction of mankind.

Secondly, we need to answer the call from
America reminding us that our society still
has problems to be solved. We cannot drift
back to sleep and close our eyes to the issues
of drug abuse, homelessness, and prejudice.
Only if we are wide awake to these problems
will we ever have a chance to solving them.

Finally, perhaps the most important wake-
up call we can answer is the call from Amer-
ica asking us to reevaluate the condition of
our own national morality. Have we become
a country of people who care more about the
amount of money in our bank accounts than
we do about the welfare of our neighbors?
Have we become a country of people who
spend more money on recreation than we do
on charity? And have we become a country
of people who credit our successes and stat-
ure to ourselves rather than to the God who
has given them to us?

For over 200 years citizens of our country
have answered America’s call to wake-up and
respond to whatever challenge has faced us.
Again, America calls us. She asks us to
waken to the challenges of education, of im-
proving our society, and of reestablishing
our national morality.

As a person on vacation choosing to answer
or not to answer your wake-up call, you
make a decision that affects only you and
your plans for the day. But as an American,
choosing to answer your country’s wake-up
call affects all of your fellow citizens not
only for today, but perhaps for a lifetime, or
perhaps even into that hopeful future we
wish to create.

When you receive America’s wake-up call,
answer it.

f

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I speak today to commend the Federal Trade

Commission on its job of protecting the Amer-
ican consumer from unscrupulous businesses
and people who would defraud them of their
hard earned money. Today, we reauthorize
the FTC to continue the good work it has done
on behalf of Americans since its creation in
1914.

As many of you know, The Federal Trade
Commission [FTC] is an independent agency
with a mandate to protect the public against
unfair, deceptive, and fraudulent advertising
and marketing practices. I believe that every-
one agrees that this is one function that the
Federal Government has a duty to perform on
behalf of the citizens it serves.

The keystone of the American economy is
the free enterprise system, which works, and
works well, but only as long as it is not cor-
rupted by unfair or deceptive trade practices.
When our economic system is hindered by
monopolies or unjust actions, then people suf-
fer and we are all harmed.

I rise to salute this agency and the excellent
work it has done to protect the American con-
sumer’s right to make informed choices about
the products, goods and services in the free
market. And I urge every colleague of mine to
support this bill and the principles it embodies.
f

A TRIBUTE TO THE KOREAN WAR
VETERANS ASSOCIATION OF
LONG ISLAND

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Korean War Veterans Asso-
ciation of Long Island, an organization dedi-
cated to honoring the dedicated courage and
selfless sacrifices of America’s war veterans
during the Korean conflict.

History has sometimes chosen to shine a
less prominent light on the Korean war, but
the sacrifices and heroic efforts of its veterans
were just as important as those made in
America’s other conflicts. Because of the Ko-
rean War Veterans Association [KWVA], their
sacrifices are recognized and honored more
than ever before. Korean war veterans stand
tall among all veterans, proud of all they have
done to keep Democracy strong.

This Sunday, September 8, 1996, the
central Long Island chapter will honor those
who lost their lives during the Korean conflict
when it dedicates a commemorative stone
bearing the KWVA’s logo during a ceremony
at Calverton National Cemetery. Thousands of
veterans and their families will be on hand to
support the Central Long Island Chapter of the
Korean War Veterans Association.

The Central Long Island Chapter of the
KWVA was founded in 1989 by Bob Morga, to
raise funds for a national monument in Wash-
ington, DC, which was dedicated on July 27,
1995. Central Long Island chapter members
also worked to build a war memorial on Long
Island, which was dedicated in June of 1992
at the Armed Forces Plaza in Hauppauge.
Among those who helped make the Long Is-
land memorial a reality was the late Suffolk
County Legislator Rose Caracappa, whose
tireless efforts inspired the Korean War Veter-
ans Association to make her an honorary
member.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE1522 September 5, 1996
While their focus was on creating these

monuments, Long Island’s Korean war veter-
ans have discovered a purpose of equal im-
portance. They have created a place for Ko-
rean war vets to build a fellowship among
themselves and their families. Along with
marching in veterans’ parades and attending
memorial ceremonies, the KWVA is actively
involved in assisting disabled and needy veter-
ans, including those at the veterans hospital in
Northport. Each Christmas chapter members
visit the Long Island Veterans Nursing Home
in Stony Brook to deliver holiday gifts and
good cheer.

We enjoy the plentiful fruits of democracy
and should always remember that our freedom
was paid for with their blood. The Korean War
Veterans Association says it best in their Sep-
tember newsletter: ‘‘A free America is the
most precious gift we can bestow upon our
children. Freedom is not free.’’ I ask all of my
colleagues in the House of Representatives to
join me in saluting the Korean War Veterans
Association and all of its members, for all they
do for our veterans and for all they’ve done for
America.
f

ST. PETER’S LUTHERAN CHURCH—
PASTOR MARK TEIKE

HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, on many oc-
casions, my wife Ruthie and I have worshiped
with our special friends at St. Peter’s Lutheran
Church in Columbus, IN.

On each visit we are lifted up by the ser-
mons of Pastor Mark Teike, a dynamic min-
ister whom we have grown to know well in the
past few years. His talents and interpretation
of holy scripture is truly moving.

This past Independence Day, Ruthie and I
had the honor to join the congregation of St.
Peter’s for a very special Fourth of July ser-
mon. Ruthie and I were both deeply moved.
And, I would like to share the transcript of his
sermon with my colleagues and the American
people.

The Bible teaches that God, because of His
love for us, has established three institu-
tions, for our benefit: the church, the family,
and the government. We spent much of the
last two years, in our study of the book of
Acts, looking at what God says regarding the
church. We are devoting our summer, with
our series of messages under the theme of
Home Improvement, looking at what God
says about the family. And this weekend, as
our nation celebrates another birthday,
we’re going to examine what God says about
government—or as the message has been ti-
tled, ‘‘The Truth About Government.’’

We find the Bible addressing this topic the
13th chapter of the New Testament book of
Romans. I’d like to invite you to read with
me, from the first ten verses of Romans 13,
as they’re printed in your bulletin on page 5.

‘‘Everyone must submit himself to the gov-
erning authorities, for there is no authority
except that which God has established. The
authorities that exist have been established
by God. Consequently, he who rebels against
the authority is rebelling against what God
has instituted, and those who do so will
bring judgment on themselves. For rulers
hold no terror for those who do right, but for
those who do wrong. Do you want to be free

from fear of the one in authority? Then do
what is right and he will commend you. For
he is God’s servant to do you good. But if
you do wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear
the sword for nothing. He is God’s servant,
an agent of wrath to bring punishment on
the wrongdoer. Therefore, it is necessary to
submit to the authorities, not only because
of possible punishment but also because of
conscience. This is also why you pay taxes,
for the authorities are God’s servants, who
give their full time to governing. Give every-
one what you owe him. If you owe taxes, pay
taxes; if revenue, then revenue; if respect,
then respect,; if honor, then honor. Let no
debt remain outstanding, except the continu-
ing debt to love one another, for he who
loves his fellowman has fulfilled the law. The
commandments, ‘Do not commit adultery,’
‘Do not murder,’ ‘Do not steal,’ ‘Do not
covet,’ and whatever other commandments
there may be, are summed up in this one
rule: ‘love your neighbor as yourself.’ Love
does no harm to its neighbor. Therefore love
is the fulfillment of the law.’’

Did you notice how many times the words
‘‘authorities’’ and ‘‘God’’ are found together
in this chapter? Every time you find a ref-
erence to authority or to government, you’ll
find God being mentioned. That’s because
God himself is the source of all authority.
All authority begins with Him and flows
from Him, be that in the home, or in school,
or in the work place, or in government.

I

First of all we find here in Romans 13 that
government was established by God. Verse
one says it, ‘‘The authorities that exist have
been established by God.’’ Government was
established by God. It says in verse two, ‘‘He
who rebels against the authority, rebels
against what God has established.’’ God did
not institute a certain style of government.
He didn’t place one form of government over
another. He didn’t endorse one party over
another, but He did establish government.

He did that because He’s a God of order. he
is not a God of chaos. From His perspective,
order in society must be maintained, and so
God established government.

II

And what’s the purpose of government?
Ask a lot of people that question and you’ll
get a lot of answers. Look at Romans 13 and
you’ll find one recurring chorus as to the
purpose of government. It is to protect its
citizens.

Our God knows the condition of the human
heart. He knows that the human heart is not
prone toward good but toward evil. Luther
said the easiest thing in the world is to sin.
It comes naturally. You’ve heard me say it
many time before—you don’t have to teach a
little child how to be naughty.

Look at verse 4, ‘‘For he (government) is
God’s servant to do you good. but if you do
wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the
sword for nothing. He is God’s servant, an
agent of wrath to bring punishment on the
wrong doer.’’ The government is there to
protect us from the criminals and thugs and
tyrants and swindlers and others who might
otherwise harm us. God has given the gov-
ernment the authority to punish those who
do wrong.

We all know that our government today,
has, in many ways, extended itself into a
number of areas that stretch beyond simply
protecting its citizens from harm and dan-
ger. And that’s not to say that’s wrong. But
the Number one primary thing that govern-
ment was established by God to do, was to
protect its citizens from the harm brought
on by others.

III

Look one more time at verse 4. Twice it
says of the government, ‘‘He is God’s serv-

ant.’’ ‘‘He is God’s servant.’’ Every servant is
to be submissive to the will of his master. He
may not know the master very well, but the
one thing he must do, if he is to serve the
master, is to carry out the wishes of the
master. Those who serve in government may
not all be strong and mature in their faith.
They may not even all be Christians. They
don’t necessarily HAVE to be Christians. But
if they are to be faithful servants of the mas-
ter, they MUST at least know what the word
of God says regarding His laws of right and
wrong.

We have just seen that the government is
a servant of God and as a servant must be ac-
countable to his master, so the government
is accountable to God. Before the govern-
ment or those who serve in government are
accountable to their constituents, before
they are accountable to their special interest
groups, they are first and foremost account-
able to God.

You know, it seems to me, that if govern-
ment is accountable to God and God has laid
down His guidelines for right and wrong—
then it’s pretty much a no-brainer when it
comes to some of the laws we pass—regard-
less of the social or political climate.

For example, regarding the subject of abor-
tion, the scriptures say that the taking of
life in the womb is murder and is to be treat-
ed as such. It is not debatable on the basis of
scripture. And if government and those who
govern are accountable to God, then the de-
cision seems pretty clear.

Or the issue of same sex marriages—as has
come up in several of our states as of late.
The scriptures again speak clearly—very
clearly—that such is an offense to God—and
if government recognizes that is accountable
to God—then the decision on such an issue
should be pretty simple—regardless of the
pressure that might come from various spe-
cial interest groups.

I’m not trying to pick on a select group of
people. I’m simply pointing out that if gov-
ernment is accountable to God (which the
Bible says it is) and if God has spoken clear-
ly on certain issues (which he has) then re-
gardless of what we might think or regard-
less of what happens to be ‘‘politically cor-
rect’’ at the time—government is called to
take a stand in obedience to the One to
whom they are accountable.

I realize that some might respond to that
and say, ‘‘But you can’t legislate morality.’’
Some say it might interfere with the separa-
tion of church and state. So let me just say
a words about that, as well.

Our founding fathers, a long time ago,
wrote, ‘‘Congress shall make no law estab-
lishing one denomination of Christians high-
er than another.’’ The intention was that
they did not want in America what they had
in England, which was one denomination ba-
sically running the country. They said, ‘‘We
want God’s principles in government, but we
do not want one denomination running the
government.’’

In 1801 the Danbury Baptist Association of
Danbury, Connecticut heard a rumor that
the Congregational denomination was to be
made the national denomination of America,
and that bothered them (understandably so.)
So they wrote President Thomas Jefferson
expressing their concerns. On January 1,
1802, Jefferson addressed that group saying
that ‘‘the first amendment of the Constitu-
tion has erected a wall of separation between
church and state, but that it is a one direc-
tion wall. It keeps the government from run-
ning the church, but it makes sure that the
Christian principles will always stay in gov-
ernment.’’ But all we hear today is a portion
of that statement, taken out of context, that
the first amendment has erected a wall be-
tween church and state.

In 1853, a group came to Congress with a
petition to separate Christian principles
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from government. The petition was referred
to the House and the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittees and they investigated the issue for a
full year to see if it would be possible to sep-
arate Christian principles from government.
After one year they came back with the re-
port saying, ‘‘Had the people during the Rev-
olution had a suspicion of any attempt to
wage war against Christianity, that revolu-
tion would have been strangled in its cra-
dle.’’

And then, nearly 100 years later, in 1947, in
a case known as Everson v. the Board of Edu-
cation, the Supreme Court took a different
angle on the church/state issue and their rul-
ing was this. ‘‘The first amendment has
erected a wall of separation between church
and state which must be kept high and im-
pregnable.’’ And that was the first time the
original understanding of the separation of
church and state, presented by our founding
fathers in the constitution, had been re-
versed. It was originally intended to protect
the church from the state, and now it is in-
tended to keep the church from influencing
the state. It was an absolute, about face, 180
degree reversal from what our forefathers in-
tended.

And since 1962, which was the first ruling
to officially separate religious principles
from government, in our schools and other
areas, since that time, when the high and
impregnable wall was erected to keep reli-
gious principles out of our government, teen-
age pregnancies for girls between 10–14 has
increased over 600%. Sexually transmitted
diseases skyrocketed. SAT scores in school
went down for 18 straight years. And violent
crimes increased over 600%. George Washing-
ton put it well when he said, ‘‘If you remove
religious principles, you will lose morality in
America.’’

The Bible says that government and its
leaders are accountable first and foremost to
God.

IV

I don’t have a lot of time to cover the
fourth point in your outline, except to say
that all of us, who are citizens of this coun-
try are commanded by God to submit to the
government, regardless of who we are or how
much money we have or what position we
fill. And the only time we’re given permis-
sion not to submit to government is if gov-
ernment commands us or forbids us to do
that which is contrary to the word of God.
And if you want a proof text for that, it’s
found in Acts 5:29.

We’re also told to pay taxes. Not only did
Paul write it in Romans 13, but Jesus said it
in Matthew 22, as we heard earlier in the
service. Loopholes may be legal, but cheat-
ing isn’t.

And as a child is called to give honor and
respect to parents and an employee to an
employer, so citizens are called to show
honor and respect to those who govern.

V

And fifth, what does Romans 13 say about
the specific role of we who are Christian citi-
zens? In verses 9 and 10 it says, ‘‘Love your
neighbor as yourself. Love does no harm to
its neighbors. Therefore love is the fulfill-
ment of the law.’’ You want to know how to
help the government? Don’t add to their
work load. If, in all that you do, you’re at-
tempting to respond to the needs of those
around you, treating them with love, wheth-
er that be the person next door or the guy in
traffic next to you, or the person at work
who wronged you—if you are treating them
with Christian love—then the government
doesn’t have to worry about you and their
job becomes much easier.

And Christian citizens, also, because they,
or at least they should have a clear under-
standing of the word of God—have a respon-

sibility to keep the government and law
makers in check, when it comes to issues on
which God has clearly spoken. We cannot re-
main silent. And if we do, we have no right
to complain.

And Christian citizens have been in-
structed in Paul’s first letter to Timothy to
pray for those in authority over us—which
we’ll be doing a little later in the service.

CONCLUSION

Some concluding thoughts: Benjamin
Franklin said, ‘‘We need God to be our
friend, not our enemy.’’ You’ve seen what’s
happened to our country since we began to
remove God’s influence from our land.

To you, who are here today as our govern-
mental officials, I want to thank you for
taking the time to be here. Some of you are
members of our congregation and would be
here anyway, but that’s not the case for a
number of you. Some of you, like Congress-
man McIntosh have traveled a long way to
be with us today and we thank you for mak-
ing the effort. And I want to encourage all of
you who are our elected officials to be bold,
courageous leaders, not blown by the whims
of what may appear to be popular opinion, or
political correctness, but directed by what is
right.

Secondly, I want to say especially to our
governmental leaders, that the church is the
very best friend government has. Thomas
Jefferson said it first when he said, ‘‘The rea-
son Christianity is the best friend of govern-
ment is because Christianity is the only reli-
gion in the world that deals with the heart.’’
The threat of punishment is sometimes ef-
fective and rehabilitation has a purpose but
unless you change the heart, you won’t do
much to affect behavior. And the Church, the
Body of Christ, is committed to affecting
hearts.

Thirdly, to our public servants, I want to
encourage you to stay close to God. In light
of what we’ve seen today from Romans 13, I
don’t know how you can do your job if you
don’t. If you’re from our community and
don’t have a church home, then please know
that you are always welcome in our midst.
Be reminded that you have a God who loves
you, just as you are, even when others might
be on your back and constantly criticizing.
You can’t be in any position of leadership
and not have someone taking shots at you.
But God loves you.

He is a God who came to be your servant,
nearly 2000 years ago, as He paid for your of-
fenses and your sins as well as those of the
rest of us, on a splintered, wooden cross, and
who offers you not only his love, but also his
full and complete forgiveness.

And to the majority of us who hold no pub-
lic government office, but who are citizens of
this blessed land, we need to understand,
that if people are to be put into office, men
and women who will stand firm on the issues
on which God has spoken, and whose first
concern is obedience to the one to whom
they’re accountable, then you and I must
participate in the process, at every level. We
need to make our views known and to exer-
cise that privilege that we’ve been given in
this country.

May God bless you, our elected and ap-
pointed officials. May God bless us as a com-
munity. And may God bless America.

Please remain seated, as David Florine
comes forward to lead us in a time of prayer
and confession.

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
FOUNDING OF LATINO/AS
CONTRA SIDA-LATINOS AGAINST
AIDS

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize the 10th anniversary of Latino/as
Contra SIDA-Latinos Against AIDS in the First
Congressional District of Connecticut on Sep-
tember 27, 1996.

LCS was founded in 1986 by concerned
Latino volunteers who recognized the dire
need for specialized services for Latino/as in-
dividuals and families affected by HIV/AIDS.
Through education and prevention efforts for
adults, children and youth as well as HIV
precounseling, testing, assistance, advocacy
and case management services, LCS has
served over 5,000 individuals in the Greater
Hartford area.

With a mission of preventing the further
spread of HIV/AIDS among the Latino commu-
nity in Greater Hartford and enhancing the
quality of life of those affected by the HIV dis-
ease, LCS has become a major collaborator of
health care services.

LCS is comprised of a dedicated and ener-
getic board of directors and a base of commu-
nity volunteers who continue the significant ef-
forts of its founders: Hector Seda, Roberto
Negron, Gladys Capo and Myrna Vargas.

I applaud the work of Latino/as SIDA during
the past 10 years and offer my sincerest grati-
tude and hope for LCS’s continued success.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DAVID MINGE
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
403 on House Concurrent Resolution 120 I
was unavoidably detained on an airplane flight
that was badly delayed by mechanical prob-
lems and by weather conditions. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ I ask unan-
imous consent that my statement appear in
the RECORD immediately following rollcall vote
No. 403.
f

A THANK YOU TO THE HABER
FAMILY

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to introduce you to a true American family who
has sacrificed and served our great Nation.
Eight of Charles and Anna Haber’s sons all
proudly served in World War II between 1936–
47.

The story of the Haber family is one of two
people immigrating to the United States, meet-
ing, and overcoming hardships, to live out the
American dream. In the early 1900’s, Charles
and Anna each left Czechoslovakia to come to
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the United States. However, they did not know
each other at the time. They both happened to
settle in a mining town in Pennsylvania which
is where they met. They soon were married
and had a large family of nine sons and three
daughters.

However, the story does not end there.
Tragically, in 1928, there was a terrible explo-
sion in the coal mining town of Mather, PA,
which killed 211 miners. Charles, aged 42,
and his brother, George, aged 21, were
among those casualties.

Determined to go on with her life, Anna took
her children to the Pittsburgh area to live.
However, before this move, two of her daugh-
ters had died from illnesses during childhood.

Once World War II began, eight of the
Haber sons entered the military to fight to pre-
serve democracy. Paul and Peter served in
the U.S. Army, while John served in the U.S.
Marine Corps. Andrew, Michael, Joseph,
Steve, and Frank all served their country in
the U.S. Navy.

Charles and Anna Haber’s son, Frank, and
his wife, Lillian, have resided in Indiana’s First
Congressional District for 44 years. They have
three children, Charles, Maureen, and Colleen,
and seven grandchildren. Frank and Lillian are
proud that their oldest grandchild, Jennifer, is
carrying on the family tradition as a student at
the U.S. Naval Academy in Annapolis, MD.

Mr. Speaker, the Habers’ service to our
great country is a shining example of one fam-
ily’s dedication and valor. I ask that you and
my other distinguished colleagues join me in
honoring this fine family for such patriotic her-
oism.
f

WAY TO GO: PACKAGING OUR CEN-
TURY AS A PARTING GIFT TO
THE NEXT

HON. BILL BARRETT
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I
have received the enclosed statement made
by Retired Colonel Barney Oldfield, a distin-
guished Nebraskan, during his address to the
Nebraska American Legion Convention. I en-
courage my colleagues to pay heed to his re-
marks, which reflect his wisdom and experi-
ence.
‘‘WAY TO GO: PACKAGING OUR CENTURY AS A

PARTING GIFT TO THE NEXT!’’

Nebraska Friends: When Commander Bob
Zersen’s invitation came to join you for this
78th annual convention of the Nebraska De-
partment of the American Legion here in
Grand Island, my first thought was whether
I should check to see if the statute of limita-
tions for suspicions of misconduct had run
out! Still apprehensive, I came in last night
under cover of darkness.

What troubled me was a ‘‘paper trail’’
thing. I’ve just had a letter from Lori Cox-
Paul of the Nebraska State Historical Soci-
ety in Lincoln which refers to a Grand Island
‘‘happening’’ away back in 1940 . . . asking
for an explanation.

That letter said:
‘‘We are assembling an exhibit we are

going to call: Believe it or Not: The Lives
and Times of Vada and Col. Barney Oldfield!
In our researching finds is a photo of Vada
discovering a nightgown in your suitcase on
the Grand Island Union Pacific station plat-

form! The note on the picture says ‘. . . they
put a nightgown in my suitcase for Vada to
find on my return . . .’. Do you remember
the circumstances behind it? Can you tell me
where you were coming from? Had you been
covering a movie premiere?’’

How about that for openers?
If their researching is surfacing things like

that . . . I thought . . . what other things of
surprising nature are apt to be in store for
me? It seemed to me that only the White
House has to contend with things like that.

My wife Vada’s parents lived here then,
highly respected pillars in this community.
Some of my warmest remembrances I have
. . . are holidays and family gatherings here.
It was on a Union Pacific train out of here
that Vada took to enlist as one of the origi-
nal WAACs, forerunner of the Women’s Army
Corps in which she was to serve as a teletype
operator in the Communications section of
Hq 12th Air Force, crossing North Africa,
Sicily and Italy. With two years overseas be-
hind her, here she had come to wait for me
at war’s end when I returned from Berlin
with the 82nd Airborne Division. I’d run the
successful campaign to avoid its deactiva-
tion and saw it achieve the extra dividend of
selection to do the Victory March in New
York on January 12, 1946 representing all the
16,000,000 men and women who had served in
WW II. It was on that same Union Pacific
platform at 3 a.m. one morning that we had
our ‘‘family reunion.’’ She never said any-
thing about that photo in 1940 which was all
right with me.

While I’m not running for office . . . re-
quiring the publishing of my tax returns and
other confessions . . . that 1940 escapade
started with a telegram which came to me as
the Lincoln Journal and Star’s movie editor
and columnist. It said I was invited to the
premiere of the latest Errol Flynn movie,
Virginia City. It was about that old mining
town perched several thousand feet above
Reno, Nevada. It said they were running a
special Union Pacific train from the east and
would pick me up in Grand Island. That east-
ern train would meet a special train from
Hollywood with movie columnists and War-
ner Brothers stars on board in Reno for the
big promotional hoopla. Vada and I drove
over from Lincoln and she was going to visit
her parents while I was off ‘‘just doing my
job’’, as they say. She would be there to
meet me when I returned and we’d drive
back to Lincoln.

Do you get the picture?
That 15-car special train . . . loaded with

roistering newspaper guys was the locale of
endless practical jokes to relieve the bore-
dom of that long train ride. They had seen
Vada when I boarded . . . and two days later
when we were returning . . . somewhere in
Wyoming as I recall . . . they clustered
around me asking me if she was going to
meet me when we arrived in the middle of
the night . . . around 2 a.m. the next morn-
ing. Dumb guy that I was . . . I told them
she would. Several said they would like to
meet her. As that special train roared east-
ward in the nighttime blackness . . . I noted
with some vague relief that most seemed to
tire and wander off to their berths and get
some sleep.

The train braked and stopped in Grand Is-
land and I jumped off thinking I was alone.
Not so. Off with me came a photographer
from Cleveland, a New York columnist and a
Boston editor. They said this nightgown had
fallen out of my bag! It would have taken
three of Vada to fill it. The flashbulbs
popped in the night. Afterthat they all re-
boarded, the train pulled out. As we walked
along the platform to our car, Vada said:
‘‘I’m glad they had their little joke . . . but
even gladder it was in the middle of the
night when my parents and all their friends
were asleep in their beds!’’

That practical joke had worked so well on
me as the fall guy, they did it to two others
enroute to Chicago with the same night-
gown. The cameraman got off in Cleveland,
developed the pictures and sent them along
with the negatives to the butts of the
pranks. But as pranksters will . . . just be-
fore he got off the train . . . he stuffed the
nightgown in the Warner Brothers souvenir
presskit of the New York columnist. When
the New Yorker got home . . . was regaling
his wife with stories of the trip . . . while un-
packing . . . out fell the nightgown! How
much better could it be? He told her the
truth about it, and she didn’t believe him!

Live by the sword—die by the sword, right!
So much for reflection, what I’d like to

chat with you about today is projection! Pro-
jection of our part of this remarkable 20th
Century . . . the most fantastic century of
all time. How lucky we were to have lived in
it . . . and even luckier to have lived
through it! It’s now up to us to hand it off to
the looming 21st Century and our inheritors
. . . the great examples of courage, sacrifice
and inspiration as a tribute to our friends
who were lost along the way. They, too, were
once wheels under the extraordinary country
we’ve come to be.

Since awayback when . . . I’ve been aware
of and applauded the many scholarships . . .
large and small . . . provided by individuals
and posts of the American Legion. As a
young newspaperman I often went to Ed
Boschult when old and crusty General John
J. Pershing used to come to Lincoln to visit
his sister, May. Pershing was a formidable
and intimidating presence . . . didn’t like
newspapermen much . . . but Ed eased me in
with the required tolerance for snippets of
interviews. I don’t know what his name on
your scholarship means to those who win it,
but he was a right guy to be so memorialized
. . . for sure. Young people should be nudged
beyond the monetary to be curious about
what the name piggy-backed on it did . . .
and why he does an outreach in this form for
students of today.

While I have no quarrel with those who
make money writing on military subjects
. . . I have been writing on military subjects
all my life . . . but have never felt com-
fortable pocketing the compensations. When
your national American Legion magazine de-
cided to do a three-parter on the 20th anni-
versary of the Battle of the Ardennes and as-
signed it to me . . . that check went to the
University of Nebraska Foundation as part
of the endowment for one of our ROTC schol-
arships. If one is lucky enough to live
through wars others do not . . . that’s re-
ward enough.

The scholarship alternative has motivated
us for a long time . . . perhaps because Vada
and I are both veterans. To us scholarships
have been the ‘‘best game in town.’’ People
often say: ‘‘Why are you so interested in
scholarships when you have no kids?’’ Our
response always is: ‘‘Who says we have no
kids . . . you should read our Christmas
mail!’’ It comes from all over the world . . .
and in these bits of correspondence are state-
ments about how crucial the scholarships’
arrivals were for continuance of studies
which led to careers now being pursued.

The US Census Bureau projects that by
mid-21st Century . . . we will have grown
from our 150,000,000 population of today to a
nation of 400,000,000! Imagine the whopper
problems which will be on their plates . . .
and how much in the way of smarts will be
required to cope. Accomplishing a more and
better educated resources pool will call for a
massive and sustained effort. Perhaps from
us they can pick up on the merits of endow-
ment over instant gratification if we have
such things in place for them to guide on.

As we hand them our considerable bag of
endowments . . . linking our evidences of
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courage, adversities conquered, victories of
the human spirit . . . with aid to education
and do it right . . . we can never be dis-
missed as ancient history. We be in place
. . . as current as the next graduating high
school class. Who knows . . . maybe an occa-
sional student who thought all life began
when he or she was born . . . will think well
of the people who lived in . . . and made this
century of ours extraordinary!

This handing off takes surprising forms.
On that recent and much written about and
talked about 50th anniversary of D–Day, I
went to France with a cameraman to make
a video, Normandy Remembered. It gives the
background on the four Nebraskans who
were killed in the first hours on June 6, 1944,
two from Omaha, Paul Scott Rodstrom, and
Marcelino Shata; one from Morrill, Lester
John Horn, and from Steinauer, Corporal
Herbert Leonard Ulrich. Ulrich’s citation
says he ‘‘greatly aided’’ the breakout from
the withering gunfire which was spraying
Omaha Beach. As a young farm kid, he’d
made primitive cat’s whisker radio sets.
When the Army got him, they made him into
an artillery spotter with a walkie talkie
radio which he used to call in offshore naval
barrages which tore great holes in the Ger-
man fortifications through which his com-
rades poured.

Standing there at his Omaha Beach mark-
er, talking about him on camera, born nine
years after I was, nine miles from where I
was born, a Detroit Lakes, Minnesota father
and his two kids became curious. They
tagged along after us when we went to the
time capsule which is at the entrance of the
Omaha Beach US military Cemetary. It was
placed there by the war correspondent who
covered D–Day, and contains some of the sto-
ries written at invasion time by them, plus
old typewriters, and my book, Never a Shot
in Anger. I had given rights for it to be re-
printed as a Battle of Normandy edition—to
be used as a fund raiser for the Nebraska
Normandy Scholarship Fund. That time cap-
sule is to be opened in the year 2044 on June
6th—the 100th anniversary of D–Day. For the
video, I wanted to make the point that when
that time capsule is opened because of that
re-cycled old book, 200 Nebraska students
will have benefitted from scholarships en-
dowed by it, and that’s only the beginning as
it will go on forever.

That Detroit Lakes father wrote me re-
cently that they have entered into a ‘‘family
pact’’, that on that 100th anniversary, he’ll
be 91 and the kids in their ’60s, if still alive,
one or all intend to go back to Normandy for
the 100th anniversary time capsule opening.
They want to tell all present that they knew
that guy from Nebraska who wrote that book
and wore a red hat and they met him fifty
years earlier, and how he turned it into
scholarships! Wow! I’ve been accused of
thinking ahead a few times in my life, but it
boggles one’s mind to think of setting up a
story to be retold a half century from now!

The video itself is to insure that those Ne-
braskans never get reduced or lost in the sta-
tistics of being just part of the 90 Nebras-
kans and 9,386 Americans to be forever there
on Omaha Beach. This video is to be given to
scholarship winners throughout time to ex-
plain to them who these honored soldiers
were and why the awards bear their names.

There were more than 6,000 media people in
Normandy for the 50th anniversary of D–Day
observances, and all of them were doing
‘‘looking back’’ stories. The French were so
intrigued, and maybe a little bored, with the
endless recountings, that they took pictures
of our effort to use the anniversary to launch
something not ceremonial but substantial
into the future. I’m told they have even
placed one copy of Normandy Remembered
in the reference archives of the invalides in
Paris, so it’s side by side with Napoleon!

The Nebraska Normandy Scholarship Fund
in the University of Nebraska foundation
will always give awards to students desiring
career directions similar to the interests of
the four Nebraskans who died that invasion
morning. Morrill, Nebraska’s Lester J. Horn
was the son of a severely disabled World War
1 veteran who died when Lester was three.
His mother re-married and she died when he
was six. His stepfather took his government
allowance to buy booze and fed the young-
ster on garbage dump scraps. He suffered
malnutrition and had great learning difficul-
ties in school. He was rescued and reared by
an uncle and aunt and his foster mother
lived to be more than 100 years old. She re-
ceived a monthly check for $90 as long as she
lived . . . the result of a government life in-
surance policy he’d taken out for her . . . a
token gesture to her for what she’d meant to
him. Just before coming here, I had a letter
from a Nebraska student, named Carissa
Lindquist who lives in Firth, Nebraska. She
is taking Teachers College courses preparing
her to instruct those with learning problems,
the very kind of thing Lester J. Horn strug-
gled with all his short life. Her letter says:

‘‘I would like to thank you for the Lester
John Horn scholarship, and also for the won-
derful video, Normandy Remembered . . .
and the explanatory brochure about the Ne-
braska Normandy Scholarship fund. It is a
valuable resource that I will use all my
teaching years to come.’’

If she teaches until normal retirement
time, we have enlisted a surrogate who will
be standing before classes telling about Les-
ter Horn all the way to the 100th anniversary
of D-Day. A young lady in Firth, Nebraska.

There is a special something about a cen-
tury ending and a new one beginning. No
matter how much has been done in the old
one . . . there’s always the wonder about
whether there is time enough to do the rest.
Two things have haunted me particularly.
One was what happened here in Grand Island
in March of 1944. The intense focus then was
on Normandy and one man came here lit-
erally un-noticed. He had a crucial mission
and had been carefully selected for it. What
he started here ended World War II abruptly.
After living through the required 25 B–17
missions over Germany, his role here was to
lay out the re-training instructions for B–17
bomber pilots who would transfer to the Pa-
cific in longer range B–29s. He was picked to
be the unit commander for the atomic bomb
drop on Hiroshima.

For many years afterward . . . anti-nuke
and peacenik cocktail commandos . . .
flayed him as a villain. When they made me
a member of the Board of Nominations of the
National Aviation Hall of Fame in Dayton,
Ohio . . . I began pushing his candidacy for
enshrinement there. On July 20, 1996, Brig.
Gen. Paul W. Tibbets, Jr. is to be enshrined
in the National Aviation Hall of Fame.

The other one remains unfinished.
In 1956 . . . while I was in the Air Force

and stationed in Colorado Springs at the Air
Defense Command . . . I took leave to cover
the Melbourne, Australia Olympic Games for
a New York magazine. My book, Never A
Shot in Anger, was just coming off the press-
es, and the publisher thought my being in
the pressbox could lead to some promotional
references in sportswriter columns. As the
Games were nearing the finish, there was a
cable for me in the pressbox from Hq Pacific
Air Forces in Honolulu. It said on my return
to the States, they would like me to lay over
in Hawaii and be the 15th anniversary speak-
er for the annual Pearl Harbor observances.
It was both easy and emotional to say YES,
and I did it.

The USS Arizona Memorial has taunted me
ever since. The Air Defense mission where I
was serving had been created to prevent any

future sneak attack. But there were 1,177
killed in action there on December 7, 1941
. . . and 1,102 of them are still there trapped
below decks . . . 46 of the then 48 states, plus
Guam, the Philippines, Hawaii and Canada
they came from . . . a silent population re-
duced to the convenience of a number, an
awesome statistic.

But once they were real people, and sixteen
of them are from Nebraska!

I have waited over time for some later,
grander, more powerful speaker to stand
there above them and say:

‘‘On this day . . . I’m going to establish
1,102 scholarships . . . each named in honor
and memory . . . of each of those here for all
time . . . and remind generations to come
through educational assistance . . . what the
price was to give us the country we now
have . . .’’

It hasn’t happened.
I asked Daniel Martinez, the historian of

the National Park Service USS Arizona
there in Pearl Harbor to send me the names
of the Nebraskans. Perhaps . . . since there
are sixteen . . . we . . . together . . . can at
least . . . so honor the ones who came from
this Nebraska part of the world’s geography.
I had never seen their names before . . . and
apparently a request like mine is not often
made. I have apparently done the historian a
service . . . as it shows the only officer
among them . . . Navy Ensign Frank S.
Lomax . . . as having come from Broken
Box, Nebraska. I told he’d better change it to
Broken Bow . . . and on the roster he’s sent
me . . . it has been corrected!

The other fifteen are:
From OMAHA, there are four—Richard Ev-

erett Ellis, James Thomas Hasl, Stanley
Kula and Tom Savin.

From LINCOLN, there are two—Edward J.
Clough and Peter John Harris.

From far western Nebraska, Naaman Chap-
man of Mitchell, Kenneth Robert Bickel of
Potter, and Elmer Ellis Yates of Palisade.

Working eastward, Gerald Arthur Atkins
of Gothenburg, Elmer Pershing Schlund of
St. Michael, Neal James Redford of Newark,
Lloyd Christensen of Alda, and Warren Allan
Jones of Kearney.

And from Nebraska’s northeast, Lester
John Hoelscher of Madison.

Considering the size of some of those
towns, it is easy to visualize what a dif-
ference a day made—Pearl Harbor so far
away on December 6, 1941, and how it came
crashing in so close to them a day later with
the loss of someone they knew.

For sure . . . they deserve more than dis-
missal as a statistic and anonymity given
them by distance of both mileage and time.
For that reason . . . I propose that . . . since
they are within our collective reach and ca-
pability . . . that with the three and half
years between now and ‘‘lights out’’ on this
20th Century that we busy ourselves. And es-
tablish within the Nebraska State Historical
Society Foundation what we might call the
Nebraska Pearl Harbor Remembrance Fund
which will link these names to individual
scholarships for all of time to come.

When you have contributions to that en-
dowment at the $5,000 level, on such notifica-
tion my wife, Vada, and I will add another
$5,000!

Personally . . . when it comes to handing
off our huge century to our inheritors in the
next one, I think it will testify to the su-
preme tests of what we were made of . . . and
intimidate them a little, perhaps. But more
importantly . . . it might inspire them to
outdo us . . . which is how the human race
progresses!

One of the things worth doing as this cen-
tury ends is to remind everyone that places
in Nebraska as small as Potter, Newark,
Alda and St. Michael . . . can produce sons
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and daughters . . . who can have roles in the
greatest milestones in our country’s history.

Think about it!
And thanks for giving me one more excuse

to come back to Nebraska!

f

RECLAMATION RECYCLING AND
WATER CONSERVATION ACT OF
1996

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to speak in favor of H.R. 3660, the
Reclamation Water Recycling and Conserva-
tion Act. This project will provide valuable fi-
nancial assistance to much needed water-re-
cycling projects in States and areas which are
sorely in need of the water that will be pro-
vided.

My home State of Texas, along with several
other Southwestern States, is currently experi-
encing a severe drought, and the money au-
thorized in this bill will leverage the other 75
percent investment made by those commu-
nities. Of all the things we need to survive,
water is the most important and an adequate
supply of clean water is certainly a high prior-
ity for every community.

The projects in this bill will put the tax-
payers’ money to good use for a good cause,
supporting 16 projects in Texas, California,
Utah, and New Mexico. The reclamation and
reuse of wastewater makes environmental
sense and hopefully, as this method of water
production takes on greater importance, every-
one will understand that it costs less to pre-
vent pollution than to clean it up later.

I strongly urge my colleagues to consider
your own communities and vote in favor of this
bill, which will help those who need it the
most.

f

HONORING THE CARLOW COLLEGE
STUDENTS OF SPIRIT

HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor some very special women—the Carlow
College Students of Spirit for the year 1995–
96. Carlow College is a private Catholic col-
lege for women in Pittsburgh. The college has
created a ‘‘Woman of Spirit’’ award to call at-
tention to women in the Pittsburgh area who
exemplify the college’s ideals of competent
and compassionate service in both their per-
sonal and professional lives. The college pre-
sents a Woman of Spirit award every month,
and it holds a gala event each year to pay
tribute to the previous year’s recipients. This
year, Carlow College began honoring a ‘‘Stu-
dent of Spirit’’ each month as well. Each Stu-
dent of Spirit has an excellent academic
record and has been actively involved in her
community life.

The first individual to receive the Student of
Spirit award from Carlow College was Amy
Hryckowian. Amy, a senior in early childhood

education and a 1992 graduate of Ambridge
Area High School, is an active participant in
Carlow College’s student government and in
many service projects. An advocate for wom-
en’s issues, Amy attends college leadership
conferences in the Pittsburgh area and in
Washington, DC. Amy has contributed her ac-
tive support to Pittsburgh’s Central Blood Bank
for 3 years, organizing the annual blood drives
at Carlow College, and she was actively in-
volved in the 1995 United Way campaign at
Carlow College.

The Student of Spirit for November 1995 is
a wife and a mother who has raised three chil-
dren and provided care for two family mem-
bers with disabling illnesses. Marian Beth
Allen is a junior nursing student who returned
to college to pursue a lifelong interest in nurs-
ing. Marian holds an undergraduate degree in
biology and a master’s degree in public health.
She has been a teacher, a researcher, and a
day care provider. Active in community serv-
ice, Marian has facilitated activities for chil-
dren, senior citizens, and young adult families
as a member of her temple’s Leadership Com-
mittee.

Originally from St. Croix in the Virgin Is-
lands, Corinne Francis was honored as
Carlow College’s Student of Spirit for the
month of December. A junior theology major,
Corinne has been involved in student outreach
projects and campus ministry throughout her
college career. She has influenced other stu-
dents to join her volunteer efforts with Pitts-
burgh’s Sojourner House and Habitat for Hu-
manity. Corinne supports herself at college by
working in a nursing home while maintaining
her place on the dean’s list and in the honor
student program at Carlow. Her dream is to
develop a volunteer organization to improve
community life.

English and writing major Margaret Horvath
was selected as January’s Student of Spirit. A
1992 graduate of West Mifflin Area High
School, Margaret was recently inducted into
the Alpha Psi chapter of Delta Epsilon Sigma,
a national scholastic honor society. She exer-
cised editorial leadership in the founding of
Carlow’s student news magazine and has
been a contributor to Carlow College’s literary
anthology.

Ross Township resident and graduate of
Winchester Thurston School in Shadyside,
Beth Walter was named as the February Stu-
dent of Spirit by Carlow College. Having en-
tered Carlow College on a half-tuition aca-
demic scholarship in 1993, Walter has main-
tained dean’s list standing for the past 3
years. A student of piano and ballet, she has
been a dance and piano instructor for the ele-
mentary grades at Winchester Thurston
School. Committed to the Carlow College ideal
of lifelong learning, Walter plans to pursue a
doctorate after finishing college.

The Student of Spirit for March 1996 was
Patti Higgins, a graduate of Gladstone High
School. A student of the Carlow Hill Program,
Patti Higgins is also a clerk stenographer for
the Allegheny County Health Department in
the Division of Public Drinking Water and
Waste Management. Believing strongly that
children need a solid foundation in education
touched with a sense of wonder to develop
their minds, she has been active in parent
groups and is a volunteer tutor and school li-
brarian for elementary school children. A writ-
ing major with an avid interest in science, she
is considering the possibility of teaching after
graduation.

A lifelong resident of Dormont, Kelley
Beeson, was named as the Student of Spirit
for April 1996. Kelley is a 1992 graduate of
Keystone Oaks High School and has made
the dean’s list for four semesters at Carlow
College. Kelley is senior editor of Carlow Col-
lege’s literary anthology. She has also pub-
lished poetry in national anthologies of the
writings of college students. Last fall, she was
officially invited to join the Madwomen in the
Attic, Carlow College’s program for women
writers in the Pittsburgh area.

Amy Semancik was selected as Carlow Col-
lege Student of Spirit for May 1996. A senior
business management major minoring in com-
munications, Amy will assume the presidency
of the Student Government Association at
Carlow College this fall. Always a trailblazer,
Amy was active in the creation of the Student
Senate to represent student concerns about
issues on the Carlow College campus. For 2
years, Amy was a volunteer at Sojourner
House, a drug and alcohol rehabilitation center
in Pittsburgh for women and their children.
She has served as a volunteer for the Bish-
op’s Annual Dinner for Catholic Charities and
the Carlow College Alumnae Association’s an-
nual phonathon, and as an organizer for a
number of student social events.

The June 1996 Student of Spirit is
Fabyonne Williams, a 1990 graduate of Wes-
tinghouse High School. An elementary edu-
cation major, Fabyonne has been active in
educational activities for teenagers and new
parents. Fabyonne is very involved with the
Pentecostal Temple Church, working with
young members of the parish. She also
served as a vice-president of United Black
Students in 1993 and served as the president
of that organization in 1994.

July’s Student of Spirit was Andrea
Molinaro. Andrea was vice president of the
Student Athlete Association her senior year
and attended the first National Student Athlete
Association Conference in Chicago. Andrea
was treasurer for the class of 1996 for 2
years, and she interned at the Rangos Re-
search Center exploring chromosome inactiva-
tion. She was also active in the Forum to Ad-
vance the Awareness of Human Rights, and
she participated in the Meager Meals program
at Carlow College.

Shannon R. Smith was honored as Carlow
College’s Student of Spirit for August 1996.
Shannon is a biology major with a minor in
chemistry. She has been able to maintain a
4.0 GPA while at Carlow College. Shannon
views graduation as the beginning of new edu-
cational opportunities that she will share with
others. She has a deep appreciation for the
struggles and triumphs of women in the past
and looks forward to the challenges in the fu-
ture that will be beneficial to all women.

DeLacey Ellis was selected as the Carlow
College Student of Spirit for September 1996.
A beneficiary of Carlow College’s Elizabeth
Carol Program, DeLacey has stated that
Carlow College has been a very important and
positive influence on her life. Fulfilling her
roles as both a wife and a mother, DeLacey
was still able to attend to her Carlow College
course work with consistency and accomplish-
ment. DeLacey salutes Carlow College for its
rigorous academic programs and the loving
and graceful community the college supports.

Mr. Speaker, all of these women have been
blessed with a number of precious gifts—en-
ergy, enthusiasm, intelligence, compassion,
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competence—and they have made it a point
to share these gifts with those around them.
Carlow College has chosen well in selecting
them as its Students of Spirit for this year.

f

A TRIBUTE TO THE SAG HARBOR
HISTORICAL SOCIETY

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Sag Harbor Historical Soci-
ety and its efforts to preserve the rich heritage
of this colonial-era village on Long Island’s
east end.

Settled in the mid-1970’s, Sag Harbor is a
bucolic seaside village that was once home to
a fleet of whaling ships during the last century.
Strategically situated on Long Island’s south
fork, Sag Harbor has played significant roles
in many of America’s earliest events, from the
Revolutionary War to the Civil War and the in-
dustrial revolution.

Now this bustling maritime port, nestled
within the rich farmland of the Hamptons, is a
destination for thousands of tourists and sum-
mer residents who come to enjoy the beautiful
nearby beaches and local sites that the Sag
Harbor Historical Society have fought to pre-
serve. Though several groups have worked to
maintain Sag Harbor’s unique legacy, none
were still active when the Sag Harbor Histori-
cal Society was created in 1985.

Among the group’s most notable projects
was the defense of the Umbrella House, a co-
lonial-era building that suffered a direct can-
non shot during the War of 1812. With its
high-pitched gable roof and other unique fea-
tures, the Umbrella House is typical of early
American architecture. Along with placing Sag
Harbor’s downtown district on the National
Register of Historical Places, the society also
published a 395-page tome of local history in
1991.

Committed historians that they are, the Sag
Harbor Historical Society members are com-
pletely devoted to preserving every aspect of
the village’s fertile heritage. This Saturday,
September 7, the society is dedicating the
opening of a new historical landmark, the his-
toric Sag Harbor jail, located behind the equal-
ly significant municipal building. The historic
Sag Harbor jail will serve as a public museum,
with exhibits on the history of law enforcement
and correction in America.

Built in 1915, the jail house is a classic ex-
ample of an early 20th century lock-up and is
an integral part of Sag Harbor’s fascinating
downtown architecture. Built of native hard
burned brick, the lock-up has 8 inch thick
walls around two steel cells for male prisoners
and another for women. But then in 1985, the
little brick jail house was slated for demolition
to make way for new development.

The local historians who fought to preserve
the jail house organized to become the Sag
Harbor Historical Society, dedicated to pre-
serving their hometown’s heritage for future
generations. So I ask my colleagues in the
House of Representatives to join me in salut-
ing the Sag Harbor Historical Society for all
their efforts.

PASTOR JIM LYON’S—LIFE IN A
CHRISTIAN HOME

HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, on many oc-
casions my wife Ruthie and I have worshiped
with our special friends at North Anderson
Church of God.

On each visit we are lifted up by the ser-
mons of Pastor Jim Lyon, a young dynamic
minister whom we have grown to know well in
the past few years.

His talents and interpretation of Holy Scrip-
ture is truly moving.

I would like to summit Pastor Lyon’s 10 in-
spiring points on Life at Home into the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD for my friends and col-
leagues.

The points that Ruthie and I take to heart—
ones that all Americans should follow.

In my series of ten messages (beginning
May 5), I have attempted to highlight some
of the most important characteristics of Life
in a Christian Home. We spend more time at
home than we do anywhere else; how we ex-
perience life at home will determine how we
relate to the rest of our world.
LIFE AT HOME SHOULD BE DISTINGUISHED BY

1. A commitment to biblical boundaries for
the expression of human sexuality. Biblical
boundaries for sexual activity are more nar-
rowly drawn than those established by our
society; the Bible forbids sexual activity be-
tween persons who are not married to each
other. All sexual activity (that involves gen-
ital contact) between persons outside of mar-
riage is sin and severely compromises your
ability to experience God’s presence and
blessing in your home. A clear and absolute
commitment to biblical values in this area
will protect your home and enhance every
relationship you have.

2. Forgiveness. Relationships at home can
bring great pain—people do not always meet
our expectations, sometimes they delib-
erately injure us, sometimes they hurt us
without intending to do so (but the pain is
real, nonetheless). Life at Home can never
include the Spirit of Christ if unforgiveness
is allowed to reside there. We cannot receive
God’s forgiveness if we are not willing to ex-
tend forgiveness to others; we cannot find
peace at home, until we choose to forgive at
home.

3. Acceptance. If you do not feel accepted
at home, insecurity will undermine all of
your relationships everywhere else. To know
that you have intrinsic worth apart from
how you perform in life, empowers you to
love and accept others—and to comprehend
the love of God.

4. Righteous Memory. Intentionally create
wonderful, righteous memories for the peo-
ple in your home, so that when they are
faced with difficulties and challenges, they
will be able to draw from a reservoir of
memories that will bring the Lord to mind
and give them hope.

5. Boundaries. Every home needs bound-
aries. Establish clear lines of acceptable be-
havior—and reasonable consequences for liv-
ing within or outside those lines. Adults
must set boundaries and consequences for
their children, for themselves, and for each
other—and then follow-through with them.
Failure to do so is a prescription for disaster.

6. Husbands who love their wives as Christ
loves the Church. In every home established
by marriage, there should be a husband who
knows how to prove his love to his wife, with

passion, intimacy, and commitment. A man
should not expect to enjoy the privileges of
marriage without first assuming its respon-
sibilities: loving, giving, protecting, and
honoring his wife.

7. Speaking the truth in love. Life at Home
should be grounded in honest, straight-
forward, and loving conversation. Don’t
pout, use sarcasm, accuse, or avoid difficult
issues. Recognize that truth may have more
than one perspective and that all commu-
nication must be predicated with love.

8. The way parents are honored. Honoring
our parents (even when they are trouble-
some) is a commandment of God—the first
with a promise. Respect for authority is a
key to establishing healthy relationships
throughout life; respect for our parent is the
first step in developing respect for others.
Search for the good in your parents, and
honor them for it. Sometimes parents need
to be confronted with the truth of their
shortcomings—that honors them, too. Mak-
ing peace with our parents opens the door for
whole relationships at home and elsewhere.

9. Biblically-based money management.
Don’t hoard. Develop a budget. Give God the
first 10% of your gross income. Measure your
financial priorities by God’s Word. Take con-
trol of your finances for God, or they will
control you—reducing you to servitude.

10. Healthy diversity and understanding of
God’s gender design. God created two kinds
of people in this world: male and female.
Recognize and celebrate the different ways
each gender perceives the world and each
other; do not allow that diversity to com-
promise harmony and peace in your Life at
Home. Use it instead to make Life at Home
more interesting.

There are, of course, other elements that
should characterize Life at Home for Chris-
tians. But these are beginning points. Once I
have mastered these, I will be in a position
to suggest some others.

All of these ideas, however, are contingent
upon the Lordship of Christ in your personal
life. If you have not been transformed by the
Holy Spirit (in process Jesus described as
being born again), the application of these
principles cannot be maximized. Start with a
commitment to Christ. Give yourself—and
your home—to His control. Then, pursue the
ten distinguishing marks above—and Life at
Home will never be the same; you will find
that it has never been better.

f

TRIBUTE TO ALUMNI OF FROEBEL
HIGH SCHOOL AND ROOSEVELT
HIGH SCHOOL

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker: It is with
great pleasure that I commend the alumni of
Froebel High School on the celebration of the
12th anniversary of their first reunion family
picnic. This picnic was held on Saturday, Au-
gust 10, 1996, on the grounds of what used to
be Froebel High School in Gary, IN.

An originator of the event and current chair-
man of the Froebel class of 1962, the honor-
able Vernon Smith, State representative for In-
diana’s fourteenth district, stated that this pic-
nic was originated in 1984 to maintain the
inner city spirit and rivalry between the alumni
of the Froebel Blue Devils and the Gary Roo-
sevelt Panthers. Initially, the graduating class-
es of 1962 from both high schools combined
efforts to create a nostalgia reunion. This
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began with a basketball game between the
two alumni groups and was followed by a
dance. Recently, however, the Roosevelt class
of 1972 has taken over responsibility from its
class of 1962 and the two schools have sepa-
rated a few of their events. The current chair-
man of Roosevelt’s class of 1972 is Dwight E.
Pointer.

Representative Smith stated that Roosevelt
and Froebel were the most competitive
schools in this area. Therefore, they created
this event to recapture the great memories
and allow the generations of graduates to con-
tinue the tradition. In fact, many people return
to Gary to attend this celebratory event.

This event, which usually attracts over 3,000
people, was again held in conjunction with the
week-long nostalgia event. On August 7, a ca-
sino night was held at the Genesis Center fol-
lowed by the picnic and nostalgia dance on
August 10. On August 11, a church service
and block party were held in Gary.

Froebel, which was also known as the immi-
grant school, is presently being surveyed for
landmark status. The Pony Express and stage
coaches changed horses at a way station lo-
cated on the Froebel property en route to Chi-
cago. Friedrich Froebel, who believed toddlers
could be educated, instituted the first kinder-
gartens and invented the alphabetical/numeri-
cal building blocks that are used worldwide by
preschoolers. On September 9, 1907, actual
class work began at the 14th street school as
it was called before Froebel opened. In 1910,
the city of Gary authorized a 10-acre site for
the construction of Froebel. It was completed
and opened in September 1912. William A.
Wirt, a student of Froebel’s philosophies,
made it mandatory that the Gary schools im-
plement kindergarten through 12th grade at
this school. All of the high tech concepts of
the era were realized in the Froebel curriculum
and soon this Gary plan gained prominence
and was adopted by many school districts na-
tionwide. Froebel High School was converted
into a middle school in 1969 and the last class
that was held in that building was in 1977.
Since that time, Froebel School has remained
closed.

Mr. Speaker, I am thrilled that the residents
of Gary took the time to celebrate and appre-
ciate their city’s history. May the alumni of
Froebel and Roosevelt High Schools continue
to honor their schools and exude the pride
that has persevered to unite everyone in Gary.
f

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES RESTORA-
TION AND PRESERVATION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of H.R. 1179, a bill to
preserve historic buildings at 10 historically
black colleges and universities in 4 States.

These historic buildings provide an invalu-
able glimpse into the collective history and in-
dividual stories of traditionally black colleges
and universities in the United States of Amer-
ica.

The buildings are already listed on the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places. Preserving

these structures is important for the same rea-
son that the study of history is important; they
provide a window to a certain time and place
and allow us to judge where we are now and
how far we have come.

The $29 million that this bill provides is a
worthwhile investment dedicated to preserving
a sense and feeling of history on the cam-
puses of black colleges and universities
across our country. It is important to note that
these institutions will provide matching funds
to restore and renovate buildings.

For more than 100 years, these 10 institu-
tions have trained individuals who have made
valuable contributions to American society and
these funds will assist these colleges and uni-
versities in continuing to produce leaders and
scholars for the 21st century.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE
PITTSBURGH TRIBUNE-REVIEW

HON. JOHN P. MURTHA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, when the Pitts-
burgh Press ceased publication of its after-
noon daily and Sunday editions, the Pittsburgh
Post Gazette increased its service to the area,
but a tradition of newspaper competition that
had existed for many decades disappeared.

Several publications tried to fill that void, but
the most successful has been the publication
of the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, headed by
Richard Scaife. The paper has had remark-
able circulation growth and annual increases
in advertising linage.

In an age when we seldom see newspaper
expansion, I want to note that on September
10, Mr. Scaife will break ground for a new fa-
cility called the Newsworks, in Marshall town-
ship, a suburb of Pittsburgh. This will increase
the number of new presses for the newspaper,
create some 500 jobs during the construction
phase, and create over 100 permanent skilled
craftsperson positions when the plant be-
comes operational.

The news media is always stronger for com-
petition, and the continued development of the
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review is good for western
Pennsylvania, good for workers, good for the
news business, good for the full coverage of
controversial subjects, good for a selection in
editorial commentary, and good for the overall
rebuilding of western Pennsylvania’s economy.

It’s a pleasure for me to congratulate Rich-
ard Scaife and the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review
on this positive development. I hope this ex-
ample lends impetus to other business leaders
to reinvest in their core businesses to expand
and grow.
f

OCEAN DUMPING TERMINATION
ACT OF 1996

HON. JIM SAXTON
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce a bill entitled the ‘‘Ocean Dumping
Termination Act of 1996.’’

This bill goes a long way to solving some
recent problems we have had with attempts to

weaken ocean dumping regulations. While
some would have us believe that protection of
the oceans is something we can worry about
later, coming from the Third District of New
Jersey, I know that ocean protection is some-
thing that must happen now.

In 1988 I was part of the original effort to
cease the dumping of toxic substances into
the ocean. I was part of this effort because I
personally saw and had to live through the en-
vironmental havoc caused by wholesale ocean
dumping. The beaches of New Jersey were
coated with trash and toxic waste—the beach-
es were closed and the coastal economy was
in ruins.

Today, through stringent ocean dumping
regulations, the beaches of New Jersey have
rebounded. Each year we get millions of visi-
tors to New Jersey’s beaches. These visitors
generate billions of dollars of revenue for the
State and the Nation.

Why, then, have there been recently at-
tempts to turn back the clock on this great en-
vironmental success story? Because of the
greed and political aspirations of a few. Why
should those few benefit from environmental
degradation? They should not. And they will
not on my watch.

Today I introduce the Ocean Dumping Ter-
mination Act to stop this downslide of environ-
mental protection. This bill will close the only
remaining mud dump site off the coast of New
Jersey 6 months from enactment of the act.
From the date of signature on this act, all cat-
egory II dump materials—materials toxic to the
ocean and to people—will completely cease.
And this bill will assure that steps can be
taken to mitigate any remaining environmental
harm that could result from this mound of
sludge sitting just 12 miles off the coast of
New Jersey.

As one of my esteemed colleagues, who
has served the interests of the oceans for over
20 years, stated earlier today on this floor, we
work for the sanctity of the critters of the
ocean. Those critters do not care about the
demarcation between Democrats and Repub-
licans—but they care more than they are able
to say about the health of their environment.
I care about the health and welfare of that en-
vironment and the people of New Jersey and
this Nation and I can do something about it.
Today, I did. I urge broad support for this bill,
the Ocean Dumping Termination Act of 1996.
f

THE 50 STATES COMMEMORATIVE
COIN PROGRAM ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. HENRY B. GONZALEZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, permit me to
first commend the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Domestic and International Mon-
etary Policy, Congressman MICHAEL CASTLE,
and the ranking Democratic member of the
subcommittee, Congressman FLOYD FLAKE, for
working closely together to report legislation
that warrants the full support of each Member
of the House of Representatives.

H.R. 3793, the 50 States Commemorative
Coin Program Act, authorizes the Secretary of
the Treasury to issue quarter-dollar coins com-
memorating the 50 States in the order they
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entered the union at a rate of five new coins
each year for 10 years. I am pleased to report
that the Banking Committee fully considered
the merits of this legislation. H.R. 3793 was
the subject of a comprehensive hearing and
was unanimously reported from the sub-
committee.

Let me emphasize that the committee care-
fully weighed the merits of this bill since any
changes to the Nation’s circulating coins must
have strong popular appeal. The testimony re-
ceived in our committee hearing did support
the view that this bill provides significant public
benefit. In addition to the surplus funds this
program will accrue to the Treasury, the prin-
cipal benefit will be to highlight the history and
the importance of each State’s individual con-
tribution to the union we know as the United
States of America.

Again, I compliment my colleagues on the
Banking Committee for bringing this bill to the
floor and I urge an enthusiastic ‘‘aye’’ vote.
f

TRIBUTE TO A FLIER

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, bustling in the skies
overhead—airplanes and helicopters, satellites
and spaceships, dirigibles and sometimes
even UFO’s—orbit the Earth in voyages of
commerce, missions of mercy, war, flights of
fantasy, and excursions of adventure and lei-
sure.

For centuries our ancestors had no paths
through the clouds. Once, most thought man
would never fly; that only birds might soar the
kingdom of clouds and rainbows. Today pilots
steer passengers through the clouds and
across the starry skies because dreamers and
thinkers and inventors held to a faith that
someday man would navigate the heavens.

Those who keep faith in their missions open
new worlds and inspire us all to reach new
heights.

I would like to take this opportunity to share
a little bit of the story of one of our Nation’s
first black commercial airline pilots. Perry
Jones is one of those faithful whose hard
work, spirit, and dedication chartered a new
course to the future. He is a model for young
people who are pursuing dreams of flying and
he is a model for older people who are
searching out new rainbows when they retire
from their life’s work. Mr. Speaker, Capt. M.
Perry Jones is one of our Nation’s high-flying
heroes.

Enclosed is a copy of an article on Capt. M.
Perry Jones which was recently published by
Visions magazine and written by Mr. Ronald
Johnson and Ms. Constance Gipson of the
California Department of Education.

CAPTAIN M. PERRY JONES

PILOT, DELTA AIRLINES; PRESIDENT,
ORGANIZATION OF BLACK AIRLINE PILOTS

Birthplace: Cartersville, Virginia.
Raised: Montclair, New Jersey.
Resides: Glen Ridge, New Jersey.
Captain M. Perry Jones was born in

Cartersville, Virginia, and lived with his
grandparents on a small farm. His grand-
father was his hero. ‘‘Wherever he went, I
went. I was his shadow,’’ he recalls fondly.
‘‘He, my grandmother, and my aunts played
a major role in my life.’’ Captain Jones

joined his parents and his brother in New
Jersey when he was ten.

‘‘I knew I wanted to be a pilot when I was
five or six years old. I used to watch planes
fly over my house and dream of becoming a
pilot. Because I was poor, I didn’t know how
I was going to do it, but I knew what I want-
ed.’’ Now, after overcoming numerous obsta-
cles, Captain Perry Jones flies an A310, also
known as an air bus, between New York and
Europe, touching down in such cities as Bu-
charest, Warsaw, Hamburg, and Budapest,
and many other exciting places.

An honor student and athlete in high
school, Jones went on to earn two college de-
grees at the same time, one in aeronautical
engineering and the other in mechanical en-
gineering at the same time. Being focused
was his key to success in high school and
college. He was determined to be the best. In
high school, he excelled in math, science,
and physics, and his extraordinary efforts
earned him several scholarship offers to
some of the best colleges in the country. He
chose the University of Pittsburgh because
of its exemplary track program. He was on a
world record relay team.

Although sports were important to Jones,
academics came first. In college, Jones got
up at three o’clock every morning to study.
His dedication and self-discipline paid off
when he was hired right out of college as an
engineer by Lockheed Aircraft Corporation.

After one year at Lockheed, Jones joined
the Air Force, and entered flight training.
He ranked first in academics and first in fly-
ing ability, but he was sent to navigation
school and became a navigator.

It was not until he had completed navi-
gator training and was assigned to Travis
Air Force Base in California that he got the
opportunity to attend pilot training. A gen-
eral recognized Jones’s ability and mentored
him, leading to his return to aviation school
and pilot training. Next, he was sent to Viet-
nam, where he flew air tankers that refueled
bombers in flight. After six years in the Air
Force, during which he flew 126 missions in
Vietnam, Jones left military life to become
the first African American pilot to fly for
Pan American Airlines.

Because of his rich experiences in aviation,
Captain Jones strongly believes that young
people should continue to pursue aeronauti-
cal careers: ‘‘Opportunities will be there for
young people who want to be in aviation,
even with the current trend toward scaling
down the airlines.’’

As president of the Organization of Black
Airline Pilots, Captain Jones testifies before
Congress and makes television and radio ap-
pearances about blacks in aviation—there
are approximately 660 black airline pilots in
the United States today. The Organization of
Black Airline Pilots holds seminars and
flight schools, and provides support to aspir-
ing pilots and persons already flying for the
airlines.

Captain Jones believes that he owes a debt
to the people who helped him, so he volun-
teers countless hours working with young
African Americans, helping them pursue
their career goals. He wants to see young Af-
rican American men gain self-esteem
through meaningful employment so that
there can be a return to the sense of family
that has traditionally been part of the black
culture. ‘‘Young men need to learn how to
get a good job so that they can raise their
families with dignity. They can’t respect
others until they have learned to respect
themselves.’’ Captain M. Perry Jones lives
and practices the philosophy, ‘‘I judge myself
on how I have helped other people to reach
their goals.’’

TRIBUTE TO THE PONAGANSET
WIND ENSEMBLE

HON. JACK REED
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize the superb performance of the
Ponaganset Wind Ensemble at the 1996 Inter-
national Youth and Music Festival in Vienna,
Austria.

The Ponaganset Wind Ensemble, instructed
by Mr. Nedo Pandolfi of Ponaganset High
School in Rhode Island’s Foster/Glocester Re-
gional School District, met all expectations by
taking first place in the festival’s band com-
petition—a feat never before achieved by an
ensemble from the Ocean State.

Chosen as one of only three bands to rep-
resent the United States, Ponaganset, which
placed third at the 1982 Vienna Festival,
showed the world how countless hours of
practice and dedication can produce brilliance.
So impressive was Ponaganset’s performance
that the student’s were awarded the Cup of Vi-
enna, an accolade not given every year and
awarded only when the festival panel recog-
nizes exemplary musical performance.

The Ensemble’s 46 young musicians, ages
14 to 18, not only successfully competed on
an international stage, but also found bound-
less opportunities to receive a priceless musi-
cal education. The Wind Ensemble performed
for numerous crowds at local fairs and open
air arenas throughout Vienna’s historical
downtown area, and also visited the memori-
als to some of the world’s most legendary
composers such as Mozart, Beethoven, and
Strauss.

Mr. Pandolfi established the Ponaganset
Wind Ensemble program in 1960, the same
year that Ponaganset High School was found-
ed. Thirty-six years later, both the instructor
and the pupils should be praised for their mo-
mentous achievement, which is an experience
whose memories will last a lifetime.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in congratulating the following members of the
Ponaganset Wind Ensemble, who have clearly
illustrated what we can achieve when we fol-
low our dreams. Their accomplishments are
indicative of the perseverance and effort nec-
essary to achieve success:

Monique Barrett, Foster; Jesse Poulin, Fos-
ter; Josh Bedard, Foster; Katie Bedard, Fos-
ter; Andrew Fast, Foster; Aletha Holmes, Fos-
ter; Hilary McElroy, Foster; Richard Muldoon,
Foster; Jennifer Sherblum, Foster; Diane
Shippee, Foster; Dyani Tait, Foster; Diana
Walden, Foster; Colin Walsh, Foster.

Melissa Alberg, Glocester; Tom Alberg,
Glocester; Kim Angarella, Glocester; Roger
Bissell, Glocester; Daniel Boucher, Glocester;
Katie Broccoli, Glocester; Brooke Brown,
Glocester; Courtney Brown, Glocester; Peter
Carpenter, Glocester; Scott Carpenter,
Glocester; Brendan Carroll, Glocester; Jesse
Chace, Glocester; Nick Collins, Glocester;
Sarah Colwell, Glocester; Stephanie Darigan,
Glocester; Matthew Dube, Glocester; Chris-
topher Fellow, Glocester; Tara Foley,
Glocester; Beth Hammond, Glocester; Danielle
Lavendier, Glocester; Bethany Lyford,
Glocester; Megan Mason, Glocester; Nathan
Mason, Glocester; Nicholas Pinder, Glocester;
Jane Ragno, Glocester; Michael Roberto,
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Glocester; Pamela Roberto, Glocester; Re-
becca Ruge, Glocester; Sarah Stevenson,
Glocester; James Teeter, Glocester; Adam
Tillinghast, Glocester; Elizabeth Tucker,
Glocester; Rachel Zanella, Glocester.

f

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES RESTORA-
TION AND PRESERVATION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the Historically Black Colleges Historic
Building Restoration and Preservation Act.
From Civil War battles to civil rights marches,
the campuses of historically black colleges
and universities [HBCU’s] have been the site
of many significant events in America’s his-
tory. Scattered throughout the Nation, many of
these institutions of higher learning have fos-
tered the academic development of African-
Americans for over a century.

The rising price of historic preservation
compounded by years of low funding and ne-
glect have left many historic buildings on the
campuses of HBCU’s in poor condition. The
$29 million in grants this bill authorizes is des-
perately needed for the rehabilitation of these
structures. By providing matching funds,
HBCU’s will be able to restore these promi-
nent landmarks for the enjoyment of local
communities and the benefit of future stu-
dents.

Of the $29 million in grants authorized to
this bill, there are also several colleges that
are earmarked to receive funds because of
their important contributions to the education
of African-Americans in their areas. This bill
authorizes $3 million for historic preservation
at Tougaloo College and $1 million for Rust
College, both located in Mississippi. At
Tougaloo these funds will be used to repair
prominent buildings such as the Mansion, a
13-room home built in 1848. Rust College will
use these funds to ensure the survival of
many structures, including Oakview Hall which
served as an office for the Holly Springs Slave
market and as quarters of General Grant’s
troops during the Civil War.

Most Americans agree that education pro-
vides the best chance of preparing today’s
youth to lead the Nation in the next century.
Although Thomas Jefferson’s dream of edu-
cational opportunity for every American has
not yet been reached, legislation like H.R.
1179 takes positive steps toward its fulfillment.
The supporters of this bill should be com-
mended for their commitment to providing the
colleges and universities that serve African-
Americans with the resources needed to pro-
vide an educational atmosphere that protects
the past as a means of inspiring the future.

RECLAMATION RECYCLING AND
WATER CONSERVATION ACT OF
1996
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Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ad-
dress provisions in H.R. 3660, the Reclama-
tion Recycling and Water Conservation Act.

I commend the gentleman from Utah, Mr.
HANSEN, and the Resources Committee for
their efforts. H.R. 3660, which is directed sole-
ly to the Department of the Interior, moves this
country in the right direction environmentally—
i.e., to recycle, reuse, and conserve our pre-
cious water resources.

The bill authorizes the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to provide assistance for various projects
relating to water and wastewater reclamation
and reuse and desalinization. Nothing in this
bill affects the authorities of the Army Corps of
Engineers or the Environmental Protection
Agency relating to water reclamation and man-
agement, wastewater treatment and desalin-
ization or authorities and requirements under
water resource laws that apply to the Corps of
Engineers or authorities and requirements
under the Clean Water Act.

The Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over various Corps of
Engineers’ and EPA’ authorities, which may
include water and wastewater treatment and
reclamation, as well as desalinization.

I congratulate the Resources Committee for
its efforts to reclaim, recycle and conserve
water resources throughout the Western
States and look forward to working with them
on water and wastewater reclamation and de-
salinization projects and programs in the fu-
ture.
f

TRIBUTE TO MRS. MARGE
KELTNER

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to honor a great citizen who has made a tre-
mendous impact on educating children in the
School City of Hammond, IN. Mrs. Marge
Keltner, title I director for the School City of
Hammond, retired at the end of the 1996
school year.

Mrs. Keltner began her career in education
in 1955 as a fourth grade classroom teacher.
She came to the School City of Hammond in
1959 in the same capacity. In 1965, Mrs.
Keltner’s teaching assignment changed when
she became the title I reading teacher. Title I
is a federally funded educational program that
assists students who have reading problems.
Mrs. Keltner’s role with title I expanded
through the years as she became a title I
reading teacher coordinator, instructional su-
pervisor, and, finally, program director. Mrs.
Keltner also taught undergraduate and grad-
uate level education at Indiana University
Northwest and Purdue University Calumet.

In addition to her work with the title I pro-
gram, Mrs. Keltner worked diligently to foster

literacy. She is currently a charter member of
the Hammond Area Reading Council and has
served on the board of directors for the Cal-
umet Area Literary Council. In addition, Mrs.
Keltner served two terms as president of the
Indiana State Reading Council and was ap-
pointed by Governor Bayh to a statewide Lit-
eracy Coalition.

Marge Keltner can be very proud of the
work she has done to improve the quality of
life for the citizens of Indiana’s First Congres-
sional District. She serves as a positive role
model for teachers and students alike, and
proves that with a little assistance from a car-
ing teacher, a child can grow into and prosper
as a productive adult.
f

THE REPUBLICAN PARTY PLAT-
FORM: FORMER SENATOR BOB
DOLE SAID HE DID NOT READ
IT—BUT IT SHOULD BE READ
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Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago the

American people were treated to a confusing
spectacle in San Diego. The platform adopted
by the Republican Party 1 week before the
Republican convention reflected the same ex-
tremist, Contract-With-America rhetoric that we
in the Congress have witnessed for the past
20 months. This is the same extremist pro-
gram that the majority of the American people
have clearly and unequivocally rejected.

The following week, a tightly-scripted con-
vention took place in San Diego which ignored
the existence of this radical document. That
same convention—for obvious reasons—also
ignored the so-called Contract With America.

The Republican Presidential candidate,
former Senator Robert Dole, told the press he
had not read his party’s platform. The Repub-
lican platform, however, does deserve to be
read, Mr. Speaker, because it is important for
the American people to know the views of
those who are in the majority within the Re-
publican Party. The Republican platform tells
us the views of the people who will play lead-
ing roles if there should be a Dole administra-
tion—which, I hasten to add, I sincerely hope
there will not be.

Mr. Speaker, an excellent analysis and sum-
mary of the Republican platform appeared as
an editorial in the September 2 issue of The
New Republic. I ask that this excellent editorial
be placed in the RECORD. I urge my col-
leagues to read it. This editorial gives an ex-
cellent summary of some of the most egre-
gious and disturbing problems with that ex-
tremist document.

[From the New Republic, Sept. 2, 1996]
PLATFORM DIVING

Is the Republican platform worth reading?
Not to Bob Dole, who still hasn’t found the
time, nor to the GOP’s oh-so-moderate con-
vention speakers, who appear chosen largely
because they disagree with its plank on abor-
tion (criminalize it, even when the mother’s
life is at stake). But although the platform
is, predictably, a farrago of inoffensive pab-
ulum (‘‘We are the party of the American
family, educating children, caring for the
sick . . .’’) and unintended hilarity (‘‘Prisons
should not be places of rest and relaxation’’),
it still provides a useful glimpse into the
contradictions of what remains the closest
thing America has to a majority party.
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Take, for example, the planks on terror-

ism, which both excoriate President Clinton
for coddling terrorists and pander to the
GOP’s Ruby Ridge wing: ‘‘To take away the
liberty of the American people while fighting
terrorism is repugnant to the history and
character of our nation.’’ How will the anti-
big government Republicans fight terrorism
while opposing things like taggants to trace
bomb-powder? Establish a ‘‘blue ribbon’’
commission. Nothing scares killers like a
panel of experts.

Elsewhere, the platform gets similarly
caught between its enthusiasm for states’
rights and its insistence that they do the
right-wing thing. The GOP would ‘‘require
the original sponsor of [any] proposed federal
legislation to cite specific constitutional au-
thority for the measure.’’ Yet the platform
cites no such authority for its own calls to
nationalize product-liability law and to force
legal reforms upon the states: ‘‘restore lim-
ited liability’’ to churches ‘‘to provide pro-
tection against profit-seeking lawsuits,’’
‘‘eliminate the use of junk science’’ by ‘‘op-
portunistic attorneys’’ and so on.

Along with scrapping the Education De-
partment, the platform says plainly, ‘‘the
federal government has no constitutional au-
thority to be involved in the school curric-
ula.’’ But a few lines later comes a truly bi-
zarre call for Napoleonic micromanagement:
an exhortation to ‘‘requir[e] our public
schools to dedicate one full day each year to
studying the Declaration of Independence
and the Constitution.’’

Why not a week? For when the Repub-
licans get through with the Constitution,
there’ll be a lot more of it to study. A cur-
sory count yields calls for six new amend-
ments: to extend Fourteenth Amendment
citizenship protections to the unborn; to
deny them to the children of illegal immi-
grants born in the U.S.; to protect ‘‘victims’
rights’’; and, of course, to outlaw the various
forms of mutilation and political adornment
that might fall under the category of ‘‘dese-
cration’’ of the American flag. Banning abor-
tion and flag-burning are hardy perennials,
and victims’ rights, too, is becoming a famil-
iar pander. The denial of birthright citizen-
ship, however—a radical shift in our notion
of Americanhood—demands vociferous rebut-
tal from all responsible quarters.

In its economic planks, the platform
states, ‘‘‘Research and development is our
commitment to the future.’’ It then endorses
‘‘de-emphasizing the role of government’’—
that is, cutting spending—on R&D, which is
what the GOP Congress proposed. The next
paragraph praises a Dole-sponsored law that
expanded federally funded research. The GOP
sounds similarly confused on homeowner-
ship, which, it declares, ‘‘is not something
government gives to the people, but rather
something they can attain for them-
selves. . . .’’ Two sentences later, it reiter-
ates support for the mortgage interest tax
deduction, a subsidy the government pro-
vides to boost homeownership.

On foreign policy, the platform betrays
open warfare between the party’s neocons
and its America-firsters. ‘‘We vigorously sup-
port restoring the promotion of democracy
worldwide,’’ the preamble announces. How?
Not by using economic aid to reward poor
countries for breaking with
authoritarianism. That, the platform says, is
‘‘social welfare spending in the Third
World.’’ The multinational disarmament and
election-monitoring efforts that have given
birth to democracy in Mozambique, Cam-
bodia and El Salvador meet with reproof,
too. ‘‘Bill Clinton’s peacekeeping operations
and other global ventures’’ haven’t had ‘‘any
discernible benefit to U.S. national secu-
rity.’’ Of course not. Promoting democracy
in impoverished corners of the globe isn’t an

expression of American interests in any di-
rect way, it’s an expression of American be-
liefs. But the Buchanan wing of the party
doesn’t think that America should have
moral concerns beyond its borders. So the
platform’s specific foreign policy planks
render its preamble meaningless.

Bob Dole has, understandably, tried to
bury this mishmash of confusion and dishon-
esty in the scripted moderation of San
Diego. Still, if this is the best statement his
party can offer about what it would do in of-
fice, what does it say about the policies he
would pursue as president?

f
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 120, a resolution that recognizes the fifth
anniversary of Ukraine’s independence and
applauds the efforts of the people of Ukraine
to reform the political and economic system of
that nation.

This has been a memorable year for the
Ukrainian people. In April, we all recalled the
10th anniversary of the tragedy of Chornobyl.
Ukraine is still feeling the effects of that disas-
ter, but together we are making progress to
assess the long-term effects of Chornobyl on
the people, animals, and land in Ukraine.

Just over 2 months ago, President Kuchma
and the Ukrainian Parliament ratified a new
constitution for the nation. This historic action
will ensure that Ukrainians enjoy all the free-
doms that are guaranteed to people who live
in a democracy, and will ensure that Ukraine
remains on the path of reform of its political
and economic system.

Most recently, in August, Ukrainians cele-
brated the fifth anniversary of their independ-
ence. Today, Ukraine is making great strides,
and American support for the people of
Ukraine has helped immensely.

Ukraine is one of Europe’s largest, most vi-
brant nations. The government and people of
Ukraine are making the transformation to a
market economy, beginning to privatize state-
owned enterprises, establishing the rule of
law, and creating a positive environment for
trade and investment.

Ukraine stands as a proud member of the
community of nations by supporting efforts to
stem proliferation of nuclear weapons, by rati-
fying the START–I Treaty, by representing the
interests of the smaller states of the Common-
wealth of Independent States, and by provid-
ing peacekeeping troops in the former Yugo-
slavia.

Mr. Speaker, as a Ukrainian-American, I am
especially proud of the close ties our two na-
tions have. Our two peoples have so much to
share with each other. This weekend in
Macomb County, MI, we will be celebrating
the fifth anniversary of Ukraine’s independ-
ence and its new constitution. We will also be
exploring bilateral investment and trade oppor-
tunities in Ukraine with Ambassador Yuri
Shcherback. It will be my great honor during
these events to receive the Shevchenko Free-
dom Award for contributions to Ukrainian
statehood.

Mr. Speaker, we look forward to a future in
which Ukraine and the United States will enjoy
even closer ties.
f

JUSTICE WILL BE DONE

HON. JOHN T. MYERS
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, justice
sometimes is slow in coming, but usually does
prevail. This is the issue in the case involving
‘‘Baby Richard.’’ This little boy, whose only of-
fense was being born to a mother who did not
want him, was taken from the only parents he
ever knew who had legally adopted him at
birth. Through the action of a judge and an at-
torney he was given to a father who did not
know he existed at the time of his birth. He
was promised that he could see his adoptive
brother, but that has been denied to this little
fellow.

The following article by Hevrdejs & Conklin,
Inc. appeared September 3, 1996 in the Chi-
cago Tribune.
[The Chicago Tribune, Tuesday, Sept. 3, 1996]

ATTORNEY’S LUCK RUNNING SHORT AFTER
‘‘BABY RICHARD’’ CASE

(By Hevrdejs & Conklin Inc.)
We know many readers were delighted

when Illinois Supreme Court Justice James
Heiple, who wrote the unpopular ‘‘Baby
Richard’’ decision, subsequently got into an
embarrassing traffic scrape with police. Now
comes word Loren Heinemann, the lawyer
who won custody of ‘‘Baby Richard’’ for
Otakar Kirchner, (a decision upheld by
Heiple), has filed for personal bankruptcy.
According to the Chicago Daily Law Bul-
letin, Heinemann lists $602,000 in liabilities.
He also is defending himself in five unrelated
cases of professional misconduct. Do we de-
tect a ‘‘Baby Richard’’ curse at work here?

f

TRIBUTE TO GERTRUDE ‘‘GERT’’
R. TABER

HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I have the
sad duty today to report to this House the
death of a fellow elected official, Gertrude
‘‘Gert’’ R. Taber, from the fifth supervisorial
district in my home county of Mariposa, CA. I
had the privilege of serving with Gert on the
Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, and of
knowing Gert as the first lady of Mariposa
since I was a young child.

Gert served on the board from November
1979 until her passing last week. She pro-
vided the citizens of Mariposa County with 17
years of dedicated service during a time of
great change in California, and in Mariposa
County. Adapting to change was a starting
point for Gert, when she broke the barriers of
the board of supervisors as the first woman
supervisor in the then 125 year history of that
board.

Gert had many accomplishments as a su-
pervisor, mostly for modernizing Mariposa
County’s government by creating new admin-
istrative, personnel, data processing, commu-
nity services, fire and other departments and
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government functions. In addition, she led the
charge for improved planning and instituting
land use reform; for a comprehensive budget
process; for addressing long term space
needs of the county; and for ensuring that
seniors and children received the best pos-
sible services. Gert was always an advocate
for those not able to advocate for them-
selves—for making government work for the
people it can best serve.

Perhaps more importantly, Gert gave of her-
self as a wife to Bud Taylor for 49 years, and
as a mother of six children. She was an active
community member as a Scout leader, 4–H
leader, Key leader, sponsor of youth sporting
activities and rodeo events, and as the candy
lady to a whole generation of Mariposans.

Gert was an independent, active and caring
voice in the community, and Mariposa will
miss her.

Mr. Speaker, by honoring Gert Taber, we
hold an example for all Americans as contrib-
uting members of their communities. For this
reason, I am honored to pay tribute to Gert
Taber, truly the first lady of Mariposa.
f

INTRODUCTION OF PRIORITY
SMALL BUSINESS PAPERWORK
REDUCTION ACT

HON. BERNARD SANDERS
OF VERMONT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, last year the
104th Congress marked up and passed the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. I was
pleased to support that legislation in commit-
tee and on the House floor. In fact, I was suc-
cessful in including an amendment to this new
law which makes it a top priority for the Office
of Management and Budget [OMB], when col-
lecting information and applying new informa-
tion technology, to make certain that small
businesses selling goods and services to the
Federal Government get paid on time.

But this new statute still does not assign
nearly enough priority to cutting the redtape
and paperwork on the smallest of the small
businesses that are most in need of relief.
This is because the executive branch gen-
erally defines a small business to mean any
employer of 500 or fewer employees.

Most businesses in Vermont have 10 or
fewer employees. Furthermore, I venture to
say that most Americans don’t think of a com-
pany that employs 499 employees as having
the same needs and problems as a company
that employs 25 or fewer employees.

We need to focus the attention and limited
resources of OMB and other Federal agencies
on reducing burdensome paperwork on those
it is hurting the most—the smallest businesses
that can least afford the time, personnel, and
additional costs associated with meeting all of
the Federal Government’s regulatory and re-
porting requirements.

This bill does just that. It defines microenter-
prises to be small businesses in America that
employ 25 or fewer employees. In addition, it
calls upon the Director of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs within OMB to
make it a priority to first consider the adverse
effects on the smallest of small businesses,
when directing and overseeing efforts to cut
Federal paperwork and information reporting.

It also makes helping the smallest of small
businesses a priority for voluntary pilot
projects when OMB, other Federal agencies,
and non-Federal entities test alternative poli-
cies, practices, regulations, and procedures to
reduce the Federal paperwork burden.

We live in a time when the Federal Govern-
ment must learn to do more with less. There-
fore, in setting out to cut Federal regulatory
costs and paperwork for American businesses,
we should first strive to help the truly vulner-
able small enterprises who operate much clos-
er to the margin and whose survival is always
in greater jeopardy.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ED PASTOR
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, due
to inclement weather, I was unavoidably de-
tained and missed two recorded votes. Had I
been present, on rollcall vote No. 402, H.R.
447, the Toll Free Consumer Hotline bill, I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ And on rollcall vote
No. 403, the Ukraine Independence Act, I
again would have voted ‘‘aye.’’
f

THANK YOU, JIM FINLEY, FOR
YOUR LOYAL SERVICE

HON. JACK FIELDS
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it was
with mixed emotions that I announced last De-
cember 11 my decision to retire from the
House at the conclusion of my current term.
As I explained at the time, the decision to re-
tire was made more difficult because of the
loyalty and dedication of my staff—and be-
cause of the genuine friendship I feel for them.
Each one of them has served the men and
women of Texas’ Eighth Congressional District
in an extraordinary way.

Today, I want to thank one member of my
staff—Jim Finley, my district administrative as-
sistant—for all he’s done for me and my con-
stituents in the 16 years that he was worked
in my office.

I met Jim in 1980, when I was first running
for Congress and he was working as manag-
ing editor of the Baytown Sun. While Jim and
the Baytown Sun remained scrupulously fair
and impartial throughout the campaign, he and
I developed a friendship as a result of frequent
meetings. Jim had worked at various news-
papers throughout southeast Texas in the pre-
ceding 19 years, and had served as the man-
aging editor of the Baytown Sun for the pre-
vious 10 years.

I admired his hard work and professionalism
at the Baytown Sun, and after the election, I
was delighted when he agreed to head up my
district office.

As a result of redistricting, Jim now over-
sees three district offices—in Humble, Conroe,
and College Station. Jim’s work in managing
the operations of my district office was recog-
nized in 1986 when he was asked to come to
Washington, DC, to advise newly elected Re-

publican Members of Congress on the effec-
tive and efficient workings of district offices.
The advice he provided helped many of my
colleagues get their own district offices up and
running in a manner that effectively serves
their constituents.

Jim has represented me at countless meet-
ings over the years I was unable to attend,
and has attended virtually all of my 569 town
meetings held throughout the Eighth Congres-
sional District.

Jim has long been active in his community.
He is a past president of the Kiwanis Club of
Baytown, and served as chairman of the com-
mittee responsible for the construction of the
Kiwanis War Memorial in Baytown. He is a
former member, and past president, of the
board of directors of BayCoast Hospital. And
he is a charter member of the Baytown Go-
Texas Committee of the Houston Livestock
Show and Rodeo.

When he is not working, Jim enjoys spend-
ing time with his children and grandchildren:
his daughter, Robin, and her husband, Steve
Richards, and their children, Katie and Reid;
and his son, Scott, and his wife, Jackie Finley,
and their children, Devin and Falynn. An avid
race fan, Jim worked for many years as a
member of the pit crew of Scott’s champion-
ship racing operation. And come football or
basketball season, Jim can usually be found in
front of a television set, watching his beloved
Arkansas Razorbacks triumphing over their
opponents.

Jim Finley is one of those hard-working men
and women who make all of us in this institu-
tion look better than we deserve. I know he
has done that for me, and I appreciate this op-
portunity to publicly thank him for the dedica-
tion, loyalty and professionalism he has exhib-
ited as a member of my staff.

Jim has yet to decide what he wants to do
when I retire from office. But I am confident
that the skills and professionalism he has
demonstrated as my district administrative as-
sistant will lead to continued success in the fu-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I know you join with me in
saying ‘‘thank you’’ to Jim Finley for his years
of loyal service to me, to the men and women
of Texas’ Eighth Congressional District, and to
this great institution. And I know you join with
me in wishing him, and his lovely wife, Margie,
the very best in the years ahead.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
f

TRIBUTE TO ODETTE ORAH
LOUISE CHARBONNET

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased
to salute Mrs. Odette Orah Louise Charbonnet
of Los Angeles, CA, on the occasion of her
100th birthday, which she observed on August
8, 1996.

Affectionately known as Mother, Odette was
born in new Orleans, LA, on August 8, 1896.
She was the third child born to Thomas and
Julia Clayton. As a young girl, Odette teamed
with her sister to form a dancing and singing
duo known as the Clayton Sisters. The Clay-
ton Sisters performed in New Orleans, as well
as in surrounding areas.
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It was at one of these performances that

Mother met the debonair Joseph Louis
Charbonnet, Daddy Joe. Daddy Joe and Moth-
er married in July 1918. They were blessed by
a union spanning 40 years—a union that pro-
duced five children: Helena, Joseph, Jr.,
known as Bubby, Leroy, Joyce, and Nolan.

By 1950, Mother and Daddy Joe had settled
in Los Angeles. They were joined by many of
their friends from New Orleans, and soon
formed social clubs which would become the
hub for many of their social and philanthropic
activities.

Mother was a gifted seamstress, who could
always be found at her sewing machine turn-
ing out enviable designs to rival the most tal-
ented couturiers. She would spend all day la-
boring over her elegant designs, but in the
evening her attention would turn to her second
love—playing cards. Her love of card games
would evolve into a passion for Las Vegas.

Most of all, however, Mother has always
adored her family and her church. She is a
steadfast and devout member of Trans-
figuration Catholic Church. For the past quar-
ter of a century, she has been the proud recip-
ient of the church’s Mother’s Day corsage,
presented to the oldest member in attendance.

Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, August 4, 1996,
Mrs. Charbonnet’s family and friends gathered
at Los Angeles’ renowned Wilfandel Club to
pay tribute to this remarkable and indefati-
gable woman. I am sure that it was grand
celebration, for she is a grand lady. I am
proud to count her as my friend, and delighted
to have this opportunity to share a glimpse of
her wonderful life with my colleagues. Please
join me in extending our heartfelt birthday
wishes to this outstanding centenarian.
f

DeLAURO HONORS ST. PAUL UAME
CHURCH ON ITS 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Ms. DeLAURO. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday,
September 15, 1996 the officers and members
of Saint Paul Union American Methodist Epis-
copal Church will gather to celebrate the
church’s 150th anniversary. I am pleased to
rise today to congratulate the St. Paul UAME
congregation on this special occasion.

The church has an incredibly rich history.
The church traces its roots as far back to
1805 and developed from a strong tradition of
grass-roots initiatives and organizing. The
Saint Paul Union American Methodist Epis-
copal Church, as it is now known, has a his-
tory which begins in 1847. Organized in 1952
by lay Elder John Williams, it was originally
called the Ecclestial Society and was located
at 47 Webster Street. The church was later
moved to 69 Webster Street and renamed the
African Union Church by lay Elder William
Walker. Finally, in 1920 the church became
the Saint Paul Union American Methodist
Episcopal Church. In 1938 the city of New
Haven began the Elm Haven housing project.
St. Paul was located in the middle of the pro-
posed project and a decision was made to
move the church, intact, to the south side of
Dixwell Avenue. The church was moved and
completely renovated. The church was dedi-

cated on May 12, 1940 under the pastorate of
the late Rev. James E. Henry.

The church continued to grow and in 1956
was assigned the Rt. Rev. David E. Hackett.
It was the leadership of Reverend Hackett
which facilitated great progress and growth of
the church. During that time church property
was improved, a financial reserve maintained
and community services were expanded. The
church also fondly remembers the tenure of
the Rev. Dr. Clyde J. Bobo Bowman who was
assigned to St. Paul in 1971. The Reverend
Bowman initiated a community based ministry
that sought to address the problems and con-
cerns of senior citizens, the church’s neighbor-
hood, and the young people and children in
the area. This community based philosophy is
one that the church continues to espouse.

The St. Paul UAME Church is a clear exam-
ple of the important role of the church in peo-
ple’s lives today. The church gives everyone a
place to find their spiritual center and to solid-
ify and support their values. In addition to min-
istering to the needs of its own congregation,
the St. Paul UAME Church reaches out to the
whole community. The church tackles difficult
social problems like drug use, poverty and vio-
lence. At a time when public support for gov-
ernment intervention and programs is low, it is
critical that churches and community organiza-
tions reach out to those most in need. I com-
mend the St. Paul UAME Church for leading
the way and rising to the challenges of com-
bating these social problems. I am pleased to
offer my sincerest congratulations to the
church on its 150th anniversary. I know the
church will continue to be an important force
in the lives of both the members of the con-
gregation and the larger community for many
more years to come.
f

FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF KHALRA
KIDNAPPING: FREE KHALRA NOW

HON. EDOLPHOS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to re-
mind my colleagues that Friday, September 6,
marks the anniversary of the kidnapping of
human rights Jaswant Singh Khalra by the
Punjab police. Mr. Khalra observes this anni-
versary still in custody, his whereabouts un-
known. His wife states that he is in the cus-
tody of India’s brutal Intelligence Bureau, one
of the agencies involved in beating an elderly
Sikh leader in need of emergency medical
treatment. According to an eyewitness who
shared a jail cell at Nangal Police Station with
Mr. Khalra last October, Mr. Khalra had been
beaten into unconsciousness at that time. One
can only imagine the brutal torture he has suf-
fered in the past year. I am inserting into the
RECORD a press release on this gruesome an-
niversary from the Council of Khalistan.

Mr. Khalra was general secretary of the
Human Rights Wing (Shiromani Akali Dal)
at the time that he was kidnapped. In that
capacity, he published a report showing that
the Indian regime had kidnapped more than
25,000 young Sikh men. These innocent Sikhs
were then tortured and murdered by the po-
lice. Their bodies were declared ‘‘unidenti-
fied’’ and cremated to cover up police re-
sponsibility. After publishing this report,
Mr. Khalra was told by the Tarn Taran po-

lice chief, Ajit S. Sandhu, ‘‘We made 25,000
disappear. It would not be hard to make one
more disappear.’’

Just last month, however, the government
confirmed the policy of mass cremations. Its
own Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI)
told the Indian Supreme Court that it had
‘‘prima facie evidence’’ of at least 984 such
cremations based on its preliminary inves-
tigation. The Supreme Court justices who
heard the case called the mass cremation
policy ‘‘worse than a genocide.’’

The investigation is ongoing, but no one
has yet been punished for these brutal acts.
The Indian regime refuses to punish Mr.
Sandhu. Despite an indictment against Mr.
Sandhu and eight other police officers in-
volved in kidnapping Mr. Khalra, he has not
yet been arrested. Instead, he gave an inter-
view to an Indian newspaper in which he said
that he is proud of his actions. Why is Mr.
Sandhu still at large?

If India is serious about the democratic
values it so loudly proclaims, it would be ap-
propriate to observe the anniversary of Mr.
Khalra’s kidnapping by releasing him, end-
ing the mass cremation policy, and arresting
and trying those responsible for these atroc-
ities. Otherwise, the United States, the na-
tion that is truly the world’s largest democ-
racy, should stop all aid to the Indian gov-
ernment and institute an embargo against
India so that American companies cannot
prop up this repressive tyranny with their
dollars. It is the only decent thing to do.

f

HONORING THE CARLOW COLLEGE
WOMEN OF SPIRIT

HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor some very special women—the Carlow
College Women of Spirit for the year 1995–96.
Carlow College is a private Catholic college
for women in Pittsburgh. The college, founded
in 1929, created its Woman of Spirit Award to
call attention to women in the Pittsburgh area
who exemplify the college’s ideals of com-
petent and compassionate service in both their
personal and professional lives. The college
presents a Woman of Spirit Award every
month, and it holds a gala event each year to
pay tribute to the award recipients for the pre-
ceding year.

This year’s Woman of Spirit Award recipi-
ents are prominent members of the area’s
business community, the art world, the edu-
cation community, and the medical profession.
Many of them are active in local charities and
community organizations. In fact, many
Woman of Spirit have impressive accomplish-
ments in more than one fields, and all of them
also have noteworthy personal and spiritual
lives. I would like to mention each award re-
cipient personally.

The Carlow College Woman of Spirit for Oc-
tober 1995 was Joyce Bender. Ms. Bender is
the president and owner of Bender & Associ-
ates and Bender Consulting Services, Inc. She
has been active in the executive search indus-
try in Pittsburgh for over 16 years. Ms. Bender
is a board director for the Data Processing
Management Association, and she is a past
president of the Association for Business Man-
agement and the Pittsburgh Case Users
Group. Ms. Bender has also demonstrated a
long-term commitment to creating employment
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opportunities for women and individuals with
physical disabilities. She is a member of the
Business Advisory Committee for the Institute
of Advanced Technology, an organization that
provides computer systems education to indi-
viduals who are physically challenged, and
she was the 1995 chairperson for Tech-Link,
an organization that introduces middle and
high school students with physical disabilities
to technology. She recently opened Bender
Consulting Services, Inc., to provide employ-
ment opportunities in the information industry
to physically challenged people who are
trained in information systems.

Marcia Martin was honored as the Woman
of Spirit for November 1995. Ms. Martin is the
vice president of marketing and community re-
lations for Gateway Health Plan in Pittsburgh.
She has held other management positions at
Gateway, as well as the hospital utilization
project, Equibank, McDonald’s Corp., and the
Urban League of Pittsburgh. She serves on
the executive committee of the Arthritis Foun-
dation. She is a cochair of the Nursing Re-
cruitment Coalition fund-raiser. Ms. Martin has
been actively involved in the Bethesda Center,
the Urban League of Pittsburgh, the
Lemington Home for the Aged, and N.E.E.D.

Susan Bohn, executive vice president of
corporate development and communications
for PNC Bank Corp. was selected as the
Woman of Spirit for December 1995. She has
held a number of positions of responsibility at
PNC Bank Corp. and its predecessor organi-
zation, PNC Bank. Ms. Bohn holds a Ph.D. in
language communications from the University
of Pittsburgh. She has served on the board of
the Pittsburgh Public Theater and as program
leader for the Financial Women International
and the National Educational Researchers’ As-
sociation. She has been a featured speaker
for the Bank Marketing Association, the Amer-
ican Marketing Association, and the American
Society for Training and Development. She
has served as an adjunct faculty member at
Carlow College and as a communications con-
sultant for various Pittsburgh-based compa-
nies and area school districts.

The Carlow College Board of Trustees se-
lected Ms. Jo DeBolt as the Carlow College of
Spirit for January 1996. Ms. DeBolt has been
the executive director of the Mon Valley Initia-
tive, a regional grassroots community develop-
ment organization, since 1988. The Mon Val-
ley Initiative is widely recognized as a model
for regional development. Ms. DeBolt serves
on the boards of many Pittsburgh area organi-
zations, including the Lazarus fund for the
Pittsburgh Presbytery and the Methodist Union
of Social Agencies. Ms. DeBolt holds an MBA
from the University of Pittsburgh. She is the
mother of four children.

Loti Falk Gaffney was selected as the
Women of Spirit for February 1996. She
serves on the boards of a number of local cul-
tural institutions, including the Pittsburgh Ballet
Theater, the Pittsburgh Symphony Society,
and the Chamber Music Society. Mrs. Gaffney
is also a member of the board of the
Shadyside Hospital Foundation. She is a
founding member of the Academy for Life
Long Learning affiliated with Carnegie Mellon
University. Mrs. Gaffney attended the
Sorbonne and New York Cooper Union, and
she holds honorary doctoral degrees in art
from Bethany College and Shenandoah Con-
servatory and University. She has 2 sons, 8
stepchildren, 4 grandchildren, and 18
stepgrandchildren.

Patricia Regan Rooney, a mother of nine
with a formal background in education, has
been active in a number of community cultural
and charitable organizations. Mrs. Rooney
holds a master’s degree in education from the
University of Pittsburgh. She has worked as
an instructor at Robert Morris College, where
she has also served on the college’s board of
directors. She has been actively involved in
volunteer work for the Salvation Army, the Re-
habilitation Institute, the American Diabetes
Association Western Pennsylvania Chapter,
the board of advisors of the Pittsburgh Sym-
phony, the International Poetry Forum, and the
National Center for Learning Disabilities. She
has nine grandchildren. Mrs. Rooney was cho-
sen as the Woman of Spirit for March 1996.

Artist and designer Gerry Rosella Boccella
was selected as the Carlow College Woman
of Spirit for April 1996. Ms. Boccella is a grad-
uate of Carlow College, and she has been the
creator of the thematic artistic environment for
the college’s Women of Spirit gala celebra-
tions since the program began. She has de-
signed rooms for Sacred Heart Church and
Carlow College, and she has created designs
for the Diocese of Pittsburgh’s Sesquicenten-
nial Celebration, the Pittsburgh Opera’s benefit
Maecenas Ball, the Columbus Day Parade,
and a number of other art events in the re-
gion. She is a founding member of the East
Liberty Arts Council, and she has served on
the steering committee for the Regent Thea-
ter. She is a board member for Citizens for the
Arts in Pennsylvania.

Carol Massaro, who was selected as one of
two Women of Spirit in May 1996, has been
actively involved in a number of local chari-
table and cultural organizations. She is a
member of the Pittsburgh Opera Association,
the Pittsburgh Symphony Association, the
Civic Light Opera Guild, and the 25 Club of
Magee Women’s Hospital. She has recently
chaired events for the Pittsburgh Opera, the
Civic Light Opera, Central Catholic High
School, and a benefit for multiple sclerosis.
She is a graduate cum laude from Chatham
College with a degree in history and a minor
in art history. She has four children and six
grandchildren.

Carol Anton Murphy, who shared the
Woman of Spirit Award for May 1996 with
Carol Massaro, is a graduate of Carlow Col-
lege. Ms. Murphy has worked as a speech
therapist for the Allegheny County School Sys-
tem and the Diocese of Pittsburgh. She has
been active in fundraising for a number of
schools. She is a former chairperson of St.
Philomena’s Guild, and she served as presi-
dent of both the Central Catholic High School
Mothers Guild and the Duquesne University
Women’s Advisory Board. She has served as
a member and as president of the Carlow Col-
lege Alumnae Association Board.

Janice Friedman was selected as the
Carlow College Woman of Spirit for the month
of June. Ms. Friedman is a board member of
the Civic Light Opera Society and serves on
the production and academy committees. She
serves on the executive committee of the Leu-
kemia Society of America; she is a member of
the Parental Stress Board; she is on the Advi-
sory Council of the International Poetry Forum;
she is a board member of the National Council
of Jewish Women, and has been actively in-
volved for over 15 years with their Designer
Days. She is past national vice president for 6
years of Alpha Epsilon Phi, her national soror-

ity, and she received the Devoted Alumni
Award this past summer.

July’s Woman of Spirit was Lois Wholey. A
graduate of Mount Mercy College, Ms. Wholey
has served as Mount Mercy alumnae presi-
dent. She has been a 40-year member of St.
Bernard’s Women’s Guild, and she is a former
board member of the Pittsburgh Symphony
Association. Lois Wholey was a copy writer at
Kaufmann’s for 28 years under the pen name
Frances Fish and coauthored the book, Inter-
national Cuisine by the World’s Great Chefs.
She is the proud mother of 9 children and the
grandmother of 18 grandchildren.

Velma Scantlebury, M.D., was selected as
the Woman of Spirit for August. One of a few
female African-American transplant surgeons
in the world, Dr. Scantlebury is recognized not
only for her clinical and research contributions
to the field of transplantation, but for her con-
tribution as a role model to young students,
the African-American community, and to
women pursuing careers in medicine. Dr.
Scantlebury is a member of several profes-
sional and scientific societies, including the
American Society of Transplant Surgeons and
the American College of Surgeons, which is
1994 named her as a fellow. She also serves
on the Medical Advisory Board and is vice
chairperson of the African-American Outreach
Committee at the National Kidney Foundation
of Western Pennsylvania.

Sister Elizabeth Carroll was the September
1996 Woman of Spirit. After completing her
doctorate in medieval history from the Catholic
University of America in Washington, DC., Sis-
ter Carroll taught history for many years at
Carlow College and served as Carlow Col-
lege’s President from 1963–66. She also held
teaching positions at Catholic University and
Marquette University. Often connected to her
community, Sister Carroll served on many ad-
visory boards, most notably the board of trust-
ees for Mercy Hospital in Pittsburgh. An active
author and scholar, Sister Carroll has pub-
lished extensively on many subjects.

Mr. Speaker, all of these women have been
blessed with a number of precious gifts—en-
ergy, enthusiasm, intelligence, compassion,
competence—and they have made it a point
to share these gifts with those around them.
Carlow College’s has chosen well in selecting
them as its Women of Spirit for this year.
f

THE DOLE ECONOMIC PROGRAM—
BEEN THERE! DONE THAT! IT
DIDN’T WORK!

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, a few days after
the Congress adjourned for our August re-
cess, the Republican presidential candidate,
former Senator Robert Dole, unveiled his eco-
nomic program. Although the fight over abor-
tion at the Republican platform meetings in
San Diego at the same time upstaged the un-
veiling and dominated the news coverage that
week, Mr. Dole nevertheless continues to
press forward with his economic program,
which includes a 15-percent tax cut.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, we have been
there. We have done that. In the words of the
distinguished Senator from South Dakota, Mr.
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DASCHLE, who I believe deserves the credit for
the most remarkable and descriptive phrase
for this program, this is ‘‘deja voodoo econom-
ics all over again.’’ We saw all of this when
Ronald Reagan was elected President and his
supply-side economic advisors brought us the
tax cuts of 1981 and the budget deficits that
plagued our Nation throughout the 1980’s.
Now, after President Clinton and the Demo-
cratic Congress made some extremely difficult
decisions in 1993, we have succeeded in cut-
ting in half that Reagan/Bush-era legacy of
huge annual budget deficits. It truly boggles
the mind to contemplate the serious con-
sequences that would follow the enactment of
the Dole economic plan.

Mr. Speaker, one of the best summaries
and analyses of the Dole economic program
appeared in an article by Matthew Miller which
was published in the September 2 issue of the
New Republic. I ask that this article be placed
in the RECORD and I urge my colleagues to
give it careful and thoughtful consideration.

[From the New Republic, Sept. 2, 1996]
CHARADES

(By Matthew Miller)
Everybody in this room’s gonna get tax re-

lief!’’—Bob Dole, August 5, 1996.
When respected politicians offer silly plans

claiming to fix big national problems, jour-
nalists are nonetheless expected to give
them the rational analysis only serious plans
deserve. The very effort legitimizes such pro-
posals as constructive additions to public de-
bate. Especially when these schemes are of-
fered by a major party’s presidential can-
didate, there’s no way around the conun-
drum, except to note it. Which brings us to
Bob Dole’s new economic ‘‘plan.’’

Everyone knows that Dole’s call to cut
taxes $550 billion over six years while also
balancing the budget betrays his lifelong
claims to be a fiscal conservative in favor of
the ‘‘supply-side’’ voodoo he’s loathed. But
you need to look at the plan’s ‘‘details’’ to
really appreciate how it brings budget chica-
nery to dizzying new heights. Indeed, if
Dole’s team of job-seeking economists and
GOP has-beens had set out to discredit his
career-long reputation for fiscal courage,
they couldn’t have done it any better.

Begin, as Dole does, with the candy. Dole’s
basic assortment (using his campaign’s six-
year cost estimates) includes a phased-in 15
percent cut in income tax rates ($400 billion);
a $500 per-child tax credit ($75 billion); a re-
peal of Clinton’s 1993 increase in the portion
of whether Social Security recipients’ bene-
fits that are subject to taxes ($27 billion); a
cut in the top capital gains tax from 28 to 14
percent ($13 billion); and a potpourri of such
savings incentives as IRA expansions and
tax-favored education accounts ($27 billion).

To put Dole’s new recklessness in perspec-
tive, these tax cuts amount to more than
twice what Republicans considered ‘‘revolu-
tionary’’ in the budget the president vetoed
last fall, and nearly five times what the GOP
specified in its updated budget blueprint this
spring. As Martha Phillips of the Concord
Coalition notes, Dole’s projected revenue
loss for 2002 alone is what this year’s Con-
gress hoped to enact for the next six years
together.

Unfortunately, cost aside, the economics of
the plan are no better. Capital gains devo-
tees say lower rates are needed to spur sav-
ings and investment. Yet last time we ran
that experiment and lowered top rates from
35 percent to 20 percent between 1978 and
1985, savings and investment fell. According
to most economists, Dole-style IRA expan-
sions give people tax breaks for saving
they’re already doing, meaning that or dis-

mal overall savings rate would be unaffected.
Demagoguing Clinton’s modest Social Secu-
rity tax hike, which affected only the best-
off 13 percent of beneficiaries, poisons the
well for the kind of sensible means-testing
that Dole knows will son have to be consid-
ered. And even the growth crowd admits
Dole’s child tax credit will boost only cur-
rent consumption—unless parents sock it
away in Dole’s new education account, con-
verting it, in effect, to a huge, government-
funded savings plan of the kind liberals
would blush to propose.

Of course, the income tax cut is the plan’s
‘‘crown jewel’’ when it comes to supposed in-
centives for work and growth. Assessing its
likely impact means entering into the reli-
gious war over the economic lessons of the
1980s. The mainstream view is that, yes, Rea-
gan’s lower marginal rates spurred some un-
determined growth (though for most work-
ers, subsequent payroll tax hikes offset any
income tax cuts). But the ‘‘boom’’ supply-
siders love to tout, the 3.8 percent annual
growth between 1982 and 1989, came mainly
because we were emerging from a deep reces-
sion that left jobless rates in double digits
and much idle capacity. When easier Fed pol-
icy and the demand-side boost from Reagan’s
unprecedented deficits picked up this
‘‘slack,’’ we grew faster for a time. Measured
properly, however—from peak to peak in the
business cycle—the 1970s actually saw faster
growth (3.4 percent) than the 1980s (2.7 per-
cent).

The supply-side elixir is an illusion, some-
thing Dole’s plan unintentionally admits it-
self. As Robert Reschauer of the Brookings
Institution points out, Dole’s plan implicitly
assumes we’ll get to about 2.5 percent
growth from 2.2ish today. That’s a far cry
from the 3.5 percent Dole and new soulmate
Jack Kemp peddle on the stump.

When it comes to paying for this bonanza,
Dole offers a hoax wrapped in a farce tucked
inside a charade. He conveniently extrapo-
lates a mysterious current revenue blip to
bank $80 billion more than the Congressional
Budget Office now expects will come in. He
says a third of his supply-side tax cuts will
pay for themselves via higher growth, nearly
twice the ‘‘magic’’ Ronald Reagan himself
relied on in the ’80s. Dole also books, in ad-
vance, the so-called ‘‘fiscal dividend’’ that a
credible balanced budget plan might bring
(through lower interest rates and higher
growth, even though his plan is anything but
credible.

Then, if possible, it gets worse. Dole as-
sumes enactment of $393 billion in spending
cuts from the GOP budget that Clinton ve-
toed last year. But tons of these cuts were
legislated by a mere spending ‘‘cap,’’ and
thus never specified at all. Even with this
gimmick, dole still falls $217 billion short of
balance. That’s trouble, since Dole has irre-
sponsibly sworn to keep the most expensive
programs—defense and Social Security—off
the table, along with any Medicare and Med-
icaid savings beyond what Republicans have
offered already. That leaves basically one
area to slice: so-called ‘‘domestic discre-
tionary’’ spending, which makes up just 15
percent of the budget, and which has already
shrunk from 5 percent of national income
twenty years ago toward 3 percent today.
This category includes everything we nor-
mally think of as government, from national
parks to NASA to the FBI.

Follow the bouncing ball here. Last year,
with its painless ‘‘cap,’’ the GOP pledged to
cut such discretionary spending 25 percent in
real terms by 2002. Now, Dole sees that cut
and raises it to 40 percent. If you assume
Dole would spare R&D, crime-fighting, veter-
ans and education money, he’d have to cut
the rest—things such as airline safety, envi-
ronmental protection and low-income hous-

ing—an astonishing 60 percent. This, when
Republicans already say privately that last
year’s proposed 25 percent cut is both politi-
cally impossible and bad policy.

The bottom line? Its a fraud, covered up
through deception and double counting. Dole
says he’d seek deep cuts in the Energy and
Commerce Departments, but those cuts (if
achievable) would already have been used by
the GOP to meet the zillions in unspecified
prior savings Dole wants to count in his own
plan. His additional ‘‘10 percent cut in non-
defense administrative costs’’ preposterously
assumes that $150 billion of today’s $265 bil-
lion in domestic spending is ‘‘administra-
tive’’ (by Dole’s reckoning, FBI and DEA
agents fit this category).

How does the campaign defend this? As all
pols know, the trick on television is to have
two ‘‘talking points’’ that sound ‘‘credible,’’
because after two nonanswers, interviewers
move on. So we see Donald Rumsfeld ear-
nestly explaining that with a line-item veto,
Dole can do it—though the ‘‘pork’’ such a
veto could excise amounts, under the most
porcine estimates, to 1 percent of federal
spending. Jack Kemp sidesteps questions
about whether Social Security or Medicare
will be touched with the usual blather on
growth. Since network interviewers-thanks
to ignorance, time limits, fear of offending
‘‘star’’ guests or eventual frustration—usu-
ally tolerate such official dishonesty, the
scam invariably works. So the question of
whether Dole’s plan is serious becomes, in
the public mind, a legitimate matter for de-
bate, rather than being branded—as Newt
Gingrich rightly implores the media to dub
Clinton’s rhetoric about Medicare ‘‘cuts’’—a
con.

Dole allies, putting the bet spin on their
man’s move, say that he’s still a budget-bal-
ancer and that his embrace of whopping tax
cuts is in the noble tradition of ‘‘Nixon going
to China.’’ They have it exactly wrong. Nix-
on’s alchemy turned a lifetime of dishonor-
able redbaiting into a historic overture for
peace. By contrast, Dole now squanders a
lifetime of honorable resistance to candy-
cane politics in a blatant pander that will
only hamstring responsible governance even
if it works and he wins. If he needed to ener-
gize Republicans, Dole could have proposed a
reckless plan like this, or named Jack Kemp
as veep. Surely he didn’t have to do both.

f

IMPACT AID TECHNICAL
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. PATSY T. MINK
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in strong support of H.R. 3269, the Im-
pact Aid Technical Amendments Act of 1996,
which addresses certain problems with the im-
pact aid payments to school districts brought
to our attention since the reauthorization of
this law in 1994.

The House has already passed this bill and
we are simply being asked to approve Senate
amendments which correct several additional
impact aid problems brought to the attention of
Senate Members. Our action today will clear
this bill for the White House and enact into law
these provisions necessary to assure that im-
pact aid payments are distributed fairly among
all districts.

After the reauthorization of a program we
often discover some unintended con-
sequences or a need to clarify congressional
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intent when the reauthorized program is imple-
mented. Sometimes a change in the law is re-
quired to resolve the problem. This is espe-
cially true of the impact aid program which re-
lies on a fairly complicated formula to distrib-
ute Federal funds to compensate school dis-
tricts for the education of federally con-
nected—mostly military—children.

H.R. 3269 makes such changes to assure
that certain school districts are treated fairly
under the impact aid law. I won’t mention
every change, but would like to mention the
provisions in this bill which clarifies congres-
sional intent in regard to the treatment of Ha-
waii in the impact aid formula.

The State of Hawaii has only one local edu-
cation agency [LEA]. However, for the purpose
of calculating Federal grants under many edu-
cation programs the Department of Education
treats Hawaii’s seven administrative districts
as separate LEA’s. This is true for title I and
was true of impact aid prior to the last reau-
thorization.

In the last reauthorization the Congress did
not intend to change this policy, but language
specifying that Hawaii should continue to be
considered as having seven districts was not
specifically included in the reauthorization leg-
islation. The formula calculations which were
provided to us at the time of reauthorization
were based on calculations treating Hawaii’s
seven administrative districts as separate
LEA’s, even though the language included in
the final bill did not reflect this policy. I would
note that it was not the committee’s intention
to specifically leave out language specifying
that Hawaii’s seven administrative districts
would be recognized as LEA’s, but we oper-
ated under the presumption that the U.S. De-
partment of Education would continue to treat
Hawaii in the same manner as it has previous
to the 1994 reauthorization.

Because that has not been the case, the re-
sult is that Hawaii stood to lose over half of its
impact aid funds once the 2-year hold harm-
less ran out and the new formula was fully im-
plemented, which is fiscal year 1997.

I want to thank Chair GOODLING and Chair
CUNNINGHAM for all of their assistance in re-
solving this issue for Hawaii and for their work
on this bill. Chair GOODLING made a commit-
ment very early on when we first discovered
this problem to help resolve it. He joined me
in writing to the Department on the issue and
when we found out a legislative change was
needed, he and his staff have been most help-
ful in finalizing our legislative language and
moving this bill forward.

I ask my colleagues to support this bill
which will assure that many school districts
around the country get a fair share of the
much needed impact aid education funds.
f

THE SMALL BUSINESS JOB PRO-
TECTION ACT/MINIMUM WAGE IN-
CREASE CONFERENCE REPORT

HON. BLANCHE LAMBERT LINCOLN
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in

support of ‘‘The Small Business Job Protection
Act/Minimum Wage Increase’’ conference re-
port.

Because of the high number of small busi-
nesses and minimum-wage workers in the

First Congressional District of Arkansas, I
have consistently supported the 90-cent mini-
mum-wage hike, as well as small business tax
breaks that include expanded tax credits for
restaurants and increased tax deductions for
business-related equipment services. The in-
clusion in conference of a $5000 tax credit for
adoptions and the $2000 homemakers IRA
make this an exceptionally well-rounded piece
of bipartisan and bicameral legislation.

Men and women across the country who
own small businesses and those who work for
them are facing more economic uncertainty as
they see their hard-earned dollars paying for
less. This legislation is an opportunity to in-
crease their earning power. Together with wel-
fare reform, I am convinced that the minimum-
wage increase will give low-income Americans
a chance to work their way out of poverty.
f

TRIBUTE TO TOM AUTH

HON. WILLIAM J. MARTINI
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor a very special member of the Eighth
Congressional District of New Jersey.

During the summer of 1996, every American
applauded the Olympic struggles of the U.S.
gymnastics team and awed at the stunning
achievements of Michael Johnson and Carl
Lewis.

However, Mr. Speaker, there are some re-
markable athletes that never reached the tele-
vision screens in the homes of American fami-
lies, but nevertheless deserve our recognition
and admiration. One of these athletes, a mem-
ber of the U.S. rowing team, is a constituent
of our very own congressional district.

Tom Auth of Maplewood, NJ, in the Eighth
Congressional District, participated in the light-
weight double sculls events. In fact, he
reached the semi-finals of the competition.
Furthermore, Tom is not only a great athlete
who has succeeded on the field, or in this
case, in the water, but also a bright, young
scholar. Tom is a graduate of the Columbia
Law School of Harvard University.

Mr. Speaker, Tom Auth heartily embraces
the true spirit of the Olympic flame. He is not
only a credit to his hometown, but also a role
model for the children of Maplewood. As rec-
ognition for these achievements, Tom will be
honored with a parade in Maplewood, NJ, on
September 7, 1996.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to represent Tom
Auth in the House of Representatives. I ask
you and the other Members of this body to
help me salute Tom for his illustrious perform-
ance in the 1996 Summer Olympics Games.
f

MASS CREMATIONS OF SIKHS TO
BE INVESTIGATED

HON. PETER T. KING
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, on August 2 India
West reported that the mass cremations of
Sikhs would be probed by India’s Central Bu-
reau of Investigation [CBI]. This is the inves-

tigation which led the Indian Supreme Court to
describe the policy of mass cremation as
worse than genocide.

On September 6, 1995, a year ago this Fri-
day, Jaswant Singh Khalra was kidnapped by
the police from his home in Amritsar for pub-
lishing a report exposing these mass crema-
tions. Here in America, reporters often write
stories questioning official findings. Can you
imagine the outrage if these journalists were
picked up by the police and made to dis-
appear? That is what happened to Mr. Khalra
a year ago.

The Reuters article in India West, which I
am inserting into the RECORD, quotes a senior
CBI official as saying that innocent Sikhs were
killed in the 1980’s and confirms that the In-
dian regime paid cash rewards for killing
Sikhs. In 1994 the State Department reported
that more than 41,000 of these bounties were
paid in a 3-year period from 1991 to 1993.

As vice chairman of the International Oper-
ations and Human Rights Subcommittee, I will
continue to monitor this investigation and I
urge every Member of Congress to join me in
this effort. The United States must be willing
to do whatever we can to insure that the peo-
ple of the world are free from persecution and
are afforded their basic human rights.

[From Reuters, Fri., Aug. 2, 1996]
CBI TO PROBE CREMATION OF 1,000 BODIES IN

PUNJAB

AMRITSAR—The Punjab police said July 25
they would cooperate in a federal investiga-
tion into charges they secretly disposed of
almost 1,000 ‘‘unidentified’’ bodies between
1990 and 1995.

The claim against the police was made in
a public interest litigation filed at the Su-
preme Court by the human rights wing of the
Akali Dal.

The party has accused the police of tortur-
ing, killing and then cremating Sikhs.

‘‘Whatever record is asked for by the
Central Bureau of Investigation will be hand-
ed over without delay to the concerned au-
thorities,’’ Deputy Inspector General of Po-
lice B.S. Sandu told Reuters.

‘‘We will provide all necessary help to the
CBI to speed up the investigations,’’ he
added.

Earlier in the week, the CBI submitted a
report to the court which said 984 bodies had
been cremated by the Punjab police.

‘‘The police confirmed the existence of
these bodies, but we have yet to ascertain
who they are and how they got killed,’’ a
senior CBI official said.

He said it was normal for police to cremate
bodies they have been unable to identify.

Senior Punjab police officers, who declined
to be named, told Reuters that innocents
were killed during a violent Sikh separatist
insurgency in the 1980s—when rewards were
offered for the capture of guerrillas.

Akali Dal lawmakers staged a sit-in on the
floor of the Lok Sabba in Delhi July 25 to
protest against the government’s silence on
the cremated bodies claim, the United News
of India agency said.

The speaker of the house placated the pro-
testers by promising to look into the case
and, if necessary, publish a report on the
probe’s findings.

An Akali Dal activist and a vocal critic of
the police, Jaswant Singh Khalra, was ab-
ducted from his house last September and
has been missing ever since.

His disappearance has prompted reactions
from human rights organizations and even
U.S. President Bill Clinton, who wrote a let-
ter to a radical Sikh leader expressing con-
cern.
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The campaign for an independent Sikh

state was fuelled in 1984 by Sikh outrage
over the Indian Army’s storming of Amrit-
sar’s Golden Temple.

In October that year, Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi, who had ordered the action
against the temple, was assassinated by her
own Sikh bodyguards.

After the installation of a state govern-
ment headed by Beant Singh, in 1992, the
militancy withered away. However, Singh
was killed in a car bomb blast last year.

f

TRIBUTE TO COL. LINWOOD H.
‘‘WOODY’’ SNELL, JR.

HON. TERRY EVERETT
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize the achievements of Col. Linwood
H. ‘‘Woody’’ Snell, Jr., upon his retirement
from the Air Force after 30 years of exemplary
service. Colonel Snell began his career as a
distinguished graduate of the North Carolina
State Reserve Officer Training School, and will
end his service as the commandant of the Air
Force Human Resource Management School
at the Air University in Montgomery, AL.

Among Colonel Snell’s many assignments
was as the chief of the Inquiries Division and
later as the associate director of the Office of
Legislative Liaison for the Secretary of the Air
Force. His complete understanding of the leg-
islative process, along with his sound judg-
ment, greatly benefited the Congress, the Air
Force and the Nation.

Colonel Snell continued to demonstrate his
leadership abilities when he assumed com-
mand of the 363d Combat Support Group at
Shaw AFB in South Carolina. His leadership
skills were further honed as the Assistant
Chief of Staff for the U.S. Air Forces in Eu-
rope, followed by a stint as the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Personnel for the U.S. Air Forces,
Europe, Ramstein AB, Germany.

Woody has served the Air Force with great
distinction, and has earned our respect and
gratitude for his many years of service to our
Nation’s defense. My colleagues and I bid
Woody a fond farewell, and wish he and his
family the very best as they move on to face
new challenges and rewards.
f

REMEMBERING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF AMERICAN AUTHOR F.
SCOTT FITZGERALD

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
celebrate the centennial celebration of the
birth of an extraordinary Minnesotan, author F.
Scott Fitzgerald. I am proud to say that Mr.
Fitzgerald was not only a native Minnesotan,
but he hailed from my home city of St. Paul,
MN. Regarded by many as one of this Na-
tion’s all-time great novelists, the young author
contributed short stories and novels with a dis-
tinctly American cultural view to a captivated
American readership. His most famous work,
‘‘The Great Gatsby,’’ today remains a widely

read classic in literature classes across the
United States.

F. Scott Fitzgerald was born in St. Paul in
1896, and during the week of September 23,
1996, the city will be hosting a festival in
honor of the 100th anniversary of that occa-
sion. The Festival Committee has planned
many events highlighting the literary contribu-
tions made by the author during his lifetime.
Included in the schedule of events are read-
ings of his works and a literature festival fo-
cused on educating high school students. A
statue honoring the author will also be un-
veiled and placed in downtown St. Paul near
a revamped theater also named after the au-
thor this past year.

The Nation was fortunate to savor the spe-
cial stories of this most talented individual,
whose works leave an important legacy for us
and for our children. I’m sure my colleagues
will join me in paying tribute to the literary ac-
complishments of this fine American author,
and I join the Nation in applauding the literary
classics page of history devoted to St. Paulite
F. Scott Fitzgerald.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MICHAEL PATRICK FLANAGAN
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
due to the bad weather here in Washington,
my plane was diverted from Washington Na-
tional Airport to Baltimore Washington Inter-
national Airport. There, the plane had to refuel
and we waited for the weather to clear in
Washington. We waited for some period of
time but, eventually, flew to Washington Na-
tional, from which I made a mad dash to be
here to cast my vote. Unfortunately, the gavel
had banged on the last vote of the day just
minutes before I reached the Capitol.

I want to note for the record that had I not
been delayed due to bad weather, I would
have been here to vote yes on rollcall No.
402, to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 447,
establishing a toll free consumer hotline to de-
termine if a product is ‘‘Made in America.’’ I
also would have voted yes on rollcall No. 403,
to suspend the rules and pass House Concur-
rent Resolution 120, Supporting the Independ-
ence and Sovereignty of Ukraine and the
Progress of its Political and Economic Re-
forms.
f

DETROIT NEWSPAPERS AND THE
14-MONTH STRIKE

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, In the 1930’s
and 1940’s, Mahatma Gandhi used nonviolent
civil disobedience to win independence for
India. In the 1950’s and 1960’s, Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., used nonviolent civil disobe-
dience in the struggle against racial discrimi-
nation in the United States. In the late 1980’s
opponents of apartheid engaged in nonviolent
civil disobedience outside the South African
Embassy in Washington, DC. Last week,

some of the Nation’s top labor leaders and
politicians were arrested in a nonviolent sit-in
on the front steps of the Detroit newspapers
which are embroiled in a 14-month strike that
has had a devastating impact on 2,000 striking
workers and their families.

The Detroit sit-in, which marked the first
time labor leader John Sweeney has been ar-
rested since becoming president of the AFL–
CIO, took place on the 414th day of a strike
in which the Detroit Free Press and the Detroit
News are losing more than $5,000 an hour—
or about $1 million a week.

I was among the 21 protestors who blocked
access to the newspaper building on the Fri-
day before Labor Day. We took nonviolent ac-
tion to reaffirm the validity of the collective
bargaining process and to focus attention on
the struggle of working class people to secure
decent wage jobs. In the tradition of civil rights
protests, we knowingly broke the law to dem-
onstrate our moral resolve to force the news-
papers to bargain fairly with the strikers.

Among the strikers and supporters watching
us that day were a middle-aged African-Amer-
ican man with heart disease who has lost his
home and his health insurance; a teenaged
girl who talks wistfully of prestrike days when
her father had the money to take the family to
Detroit Red Wings games, and a striker’s wife
who lost her 15-year job around the same
time her husband lost his.

Each of these people represents untold
thousands of Americans whose lives have
been uprooted by socially myopic companies
that ignore their responsibility to be fair and
respectful to employees and the community.

The outcome of this strike will resonate
across the country. If the newspapers can de-
stroy the unions in Detroit, the future of all
unions is in jeopardy. It is time for people of
good will to join me and others in urging the
Detroit newspapers and the striking workers to
settle this dispute at the bargaining table or to
submit to binding arbitration.

Common sense, decency and historical tra-
dition demand that this labor dispute be
brought to a quick and just conclusion.
f

1100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
HUNGARY

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join the State of Hungary and Hungarian-
Americans everywhere in commemorating the
1100th anniversary of the settlement of the
Hungarian people—1,100 years ago the an-
cestors of the Hungarian people settled in the
Carpathian Basin.

Before this time Hungarian ancestors
roamed the area as a seminomadic people,
but in 895–896 A.D. Magyar tribes passed
through the Verecke pass in the Carpathian
mountains and settled on the plains. The fer-
tile land of the region helped the agrarian
tribes to settle permanently in the Carpathian
Basin. The Magyar system of social and politi-
cal institutions served as a direct link to the
foundation of the Christian Kingdom of Hun-
gary.

The Hungarian Apostolic Kingdom was es-
tablished in 1001 A.D. by Saint Stephen, the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE1538 September 5, 1996
first King of Hungary and founder of the State.
This monumentous event is celebrated by all
Hungarians and those of Hungarian descent
on the Hungarian National Holiday, Saint Ste-
phen’s Day, which occurs on August 20. The
coronation of Saint Stephen put Hungary firm-
ly on the path of Western-type European de-
velopment, which was defined Hungary’s
place on the continent up to the present day.

In the many centuries of struggle for survival
and advancement, cultural represented the de-
cisive factor whose beginnings are rooted in a
structure and political culture in harmony with
the specific natural environment and social
conditions prevailing in the Carpathian Basin.
In fact, three major ecological regions—the
Mediterranean, Atlantic, and Continental—
come together in the basin. These factors de-
manded the need for great flexibility and ca-
pacity for adjustment. The early Hungarians
were successful in adapting to meet the chal-
lenges of their age.

During the early years of this century, large
numbers of Hungarians migrated to the indus-
trial centers of the American Midwest. Detroit,
and especially its downriver communities, ben-
efited dramatically by this influx of a people
known for their honesty and work ethic. Hun-
garian immigrants played an integral part in
the industrial growth of Michigan and the Na-
tion. Yet, Hungarian immigrants were known
for far more than just strong backs and willing
spirits. The intellect and compassion of this
community continues to capture the imagina-
tion of the Nation.

More than 50,000 Hungarian-Americans re-
main in the Detroit metro area, with their posi-
tive influence still shinging brightest in Delray
and Allen Park. It is to these friends, to all
Americans of Hungarian descent, and to the
honor of a nation whose turbulent past has
produced such a delightful people, I offer
these words from the Hungarian National An-
them:
God, bless the Hungarian
With Abundance, gladness,
Graciously protect him when
Faced with foes or sadness.
Bring for people torn by fate
Happy years and plenty:
Sins of future, sins of late,
Both are paid amply.

f

COMMEMORATING THE CAREER OF
CAPTAIN RICHARD WOOLARD,
UNITED STATES NAVY

HON. PATRICK J. KENNEDY
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize Capt. Richard
(Rick) T.P. Woolard, one of the last Vietnam
era officers of the U.S. Navy’s Sea, Air, Land
[SEAL] teams. Captain Woolard will retire in
October after 30 years of outstanding service
to our Nation. He is known throughout the mili-
tary not only as a consummate warrior, but as
a strategic thinker whose contributions will
have a lasting impact as the U.S. military en-
ters the 21st century.

Captain Woolard began his Navy career as
an ensign in 1966. Following graduation from
underwater demolition training he served as a
platoon commander with Underwater Demoli-
tion Team 21 where he conducted his first de-

ployment to the Caribbean. Upon graduation
from U.S. Army Ranger School in 1968, Cap-
tain Woolard was assigned as a platoon com-
mander with SEAL Team Two. From 1968 to
1970 he made two deployments to the Repub-
lic of Vietnam where he led over 145 combat
missions. For his courageous and distin-
guished actions he received the Silver Star
and three Bronze Star medals. While Captain
Woolard was repeatedly recognized for his
courageous leadership and success in inflict-
ing numerous casualties upon enemy forces,
he was also recognized for his humanity. Dur-
ing an operation in April 1970, while taking in-
coming enemy rocket fire, he acted with com-
plete disregard for his own safety, plunging
into the waters of the Song Ong Doc River to
rescue Vietnamese civilians caught in the
crossfire of a Viet Cong ambush of his pla-
toon. His actions saved the lives of three
women and children.

After his second deployment to Vietnam,
Captain Woolard served as the training officer
at the Naval Amphibious School, Little Creek,
passing on his combat knowledge to under-
water demolition/SEAL trainees. Following a
tour with the Bureau of Naval Personnel in
Washington, DC Captain Woolard was as-
signed as an exchange officer with the Special
Boat Service Royal Marines. His accomplish-
ments while assigned there are recounted by
members of this elite unit to this day. Upon his
return to the United States in 1977, Captain
Woolard served as the executive officer of Un-
derwater Demolition Team 21. He then com-
pleted the Command and Staff Course at the
Naval War College in 1979 and served in a
Naval Special Warfare staff assignment. From
1982 to 1984 Captain Woolard commanded
SEAL Team Two.

Following an assignment with U.S. Forces
Caribbean, Captain Woolard embarked on
three more command tours. In 1987, he com-
manded the Navy’s antiterrorist security co-
ordination team. He then commanded SEAL
Team Six, the premier combat unit within
Naval Special Warfare, followed by command
of the Naval Special Warfare Development
Group. In 1990 Captain Woolard became the
Director for Combatting Terrorism, Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low Intensity Conflict where
he was recognized for his strategic vision in
the formulation of counter terrorism policy.

Throughout his career, Captain Woolard has
set the standard for achievement amongst
Navy SEALS. His contributions both on and
off the battlefield have contributed immensely
to the accomplishments of our Nation’s elite
maritime special operations force. The legacy
of his leadership and foresight will carry on
well into the next century as special oper-
ations forces meet the challenges of the bat-
tlefield of the 21st century.

I bid Captain Woolard, his wife Sandra, his
daughter Jennifer and his son John Paul fair
winds and following seas.
f

TRIBUTE TO DAVID ALAN STEIN
ON THE OCCASION OF HIS RE-
TIREMENT

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to Capt. Dave Stein, an outstand-

ing individual and a fine officer, who is enter-
ing civilian life after a distinguished career in
the U.S. Navy and Naval Reserve.

Captain Stein was born in Sandusky, OH.
He was appointed midshipman, U.S. Naval
Reserve, in September 1961 and attended
Villanova University on a 5-year NROTC
scholarship. After graduating with a degree in
mechanical engineering in 1966, Captain Stein
was commissioned as a regular line officer on
May 16, 1966, and ordered to duty in USS
Hassayampa, AO 145, as cargo fuels officer
and assistant engineer. He served in the Ton-
kin Gulf for 3 years duty and four Vietnam
campaigns. In 1969, he completed EASTPAC,
LANT, and MED cruises and completed quali-
fication as fleet officer of the deck and surface
warfare officer. He was designated a surface
warfare officer in 1975 and an engineering
duty officer in 1986.

Captain Stein joined the Naval Reserve in
1970 and began his civilian career with Uni-
versal Electric, Inc., as an electrical power
systems designer and project manager. In
1975 he was appointed vice president and
chief engineer, and in 1980, president of the
company. He served for 14 years as presi-
dent, leaving the company in 1994. During this
period, he completed an MBA in business sys-
tems analysis from Baldwin-Wallace College,
graduating first in his class and was selected
for distinguished membership in the national
honorary graduate business society.

In addition to his distinguished careers in
the Navy and business, Dave has been a
leader in his community. Captain Stein is a
past president of Kiwanis and the Lake Erie
Chapter of the Ohio Society of Professional
Engineers and a past director of the National
Electrical Contractors Association. He is a
Sandusky, OH city commissioner and a mem-
ber of various military, civilian, and engineer-
ing societies.

Mr. Speaker, Dave Stein’s distinguished
military service is a model of patriotism and
citizenship. I ask my colleagues to join me in
wishing Dave, his wife Carol, and their chil-
dren, Paul, Rebecca, Christy, and Nathan well
as the Stein family begins this new chapter in
their lives.

May the Stein family fully enjoy the bless-
ings of peace and freedom that Dave Stein
has so ably defended as an officer in the U.S.
Navy.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE FOOD
STAMP CONVERSION AND PROF-
ITEERING PROHIBITION ACT OF
1996

HON. BOB FRANKS
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,

today I rise to invite my colleagues to join me
in combating the latest scam being used to rip
off the food stamp program. Recently, I
learned that a Long Island couple went to a
local supermarket and bought more than $120
in caviar with food stamps. And worse, instead
of using the extravagant cuisine for their own
consumption, the couple took the caviar and
resold it for a considerable profit at a local flea
market.

Like most taxpayers in my district, I was ap-
palled to learn of this blatant ripoff of the food
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stamp program. However, after checking the
rule of the current program, I was shocked to
learn that this practice is perfectly legal.

Therefore, today I am introducing legislation
to prohibit the practice of selling food pur-
chased with food stamps for profit. Under my
bill, called the Food Stamp Conversion and
Profiteering Prohibition Act of 1996, the couple
that sold the caviar would face the same ineli-
gibility penalties as they would for other forms
of food stamp fraud.

As you know, the welfare bill recently signed
into law already takes significant steps to
clean up the waste, fraud, and abuse in the
food stamp program. Combined with my legis-
lation to combat this latest scam, Congress
can help restore honesty and accountability to
the food stamp program. I urge my colleagues
to cosponsor this legislation.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. PHILIP M. CRANE
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, due to delays of
my flight from my district to Washington, I was
unavoidably detained and missed the recorded
votes of Wednesday, September 4, 1996. Had
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on
rollcall vote No. 402 and ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote
No. 403.

I ask unanimous consent that my expla-
nation appear in the RECORD.
f

TRIBUTE TO ASSEMBLYMAN DAN
HAUSER

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 5, 1996

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor one of California’s most dedicated and
caring public officials, Assemblyman Dan
Hauser. I wish that I could be there with his
family, friends, and colleagues tomorrow
evening as we celebrate his remarkable ac-
complishments.

Dan Hauser is particularly recognized for
serving the people of the north coast of Cali-
fornia. A pioneer in ocean protection, Dan has
been a strong advocate against offshore oil
drilling and has passed landmark legislation
making the north coast an ocean sanctuary.
His environmental efforts earned Assembly-
man Hauser ‘‘Legislator of the Year’’ awards
from the Planning and Conservation League,
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Asso-
ciations, and the League for Coastal Protec-
tion.

As the long time chairman of the Assembly
Housing and Community Development Com-
mittee, Dan authored and worked on many
pieces of legislation to promote affordable
housing, improve building standards, protect
historic buildings, and assist mobile home resi-
dents, condominium owners, veterans, sen-
iors, native Americans, and other groups ob-
tain better housing and living conditions. The
California Aging Network named Dan ‘‘1988
Legislator of the Year,’’ and he received the
‘‘1989 Rural Housing Award’’ from the Rural

Builders Council of California. In 1992 Dan
was recognized as the ‘‘Legislator of the Year’’
by the League of California Cities.

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure to pay
tribute to Assemblyman Dan Hauser during
this special evening in Bodega Bay. The north
coast owes a great deal of gratitude to him for
his tireless efforts throughout his over 20
years of public service. I extend my hearty
congratulations and best wishes to Dan and
his wife Donna for continued success in the
years to come. They will be missed.

f

FORT PECK RURAL COUNTY
WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM ACT OF
1996

SPEECH OF

HON. PAT WILLIAMS
OF MONTANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, today there
are folks who are forced several times each
week to travel miles to fill cistern tanks and
barrels, carrying it back home so that they
have pure drinking water.

This situation is not somewhere in a third
country, but remarkably in Valley County in
northeast Montana. Because groundwater
supplies in this part of Montana are not pota-
ble, the residents of these communities drive
for hours each week, both summer and winter,
to deliver this water to hundreds of people.

The irony of this situation is these folks live
adjacent to one of the largest bodies of water
ever developed by the Federal Government in
the West, the Ft. Peck Reservoir which stores
over 18 million acre feet of water.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will authorize
the development of a rural municipal water
system for residents of the Ft. Peck Rural
Water District. This much needed project will
tap into Ft. Peck Reservoir to construct a safe
and reliable drinking water system for both
municipal and agricultural purposes. When this
project is completed, it will also enable this
area of Montana to attract economic develop-
ment which up to now has been stifled due to
the unavailability of water.

The Bureau of Reclamation has completed
a needs assessment and feasibility study on
this project and this legislation proposes a
partnership arrangement where State and
local interests will contribute 25 percent of the
cost toward its completion. The feasibility
study estimates that the total Federal expendi-
ture will be less than $6 million.

Mr. Speaker, if we can afford to spend
much more than this to help undeveloped na-
tions all around the world to develop safe sup-
plies of drinking water, the Federal Govern-
ment can certainly afford to do this for folks
living in Montana.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3734,
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND
WORK OPPORTUNITY RECONCILI-
ATION ACT OF 1996

SPEECH OF

HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR.
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 31, 1996

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 3734, the Balanced Budget
Reconciliation/Welfare Reform Act. We must
set forth a vision for our country. We want an
America that gives all Americans the chance
to live out their dreams and achieve their God-
given potential. We want an America that is
still the world’s strongest force for peace and
freedom. And we want an America that comes
together around our enduring values instead
of drifting apart.

For the past 4 years, President Clinton and
the Democrats in Congress have worked for a
responsible, commonsense agenda to revital-
ize core American values: work, personal re-
sponsibility, opportunity, and a stronger family
and community life for everyone. We are on
the right track, and we must make sure the
country continues moving toward an economi-
cally secure, militarily strong, more compas-
sionate, and a more fiscally responsible future.

Our country is at a historic crossroads. We
can go to the left and return to an irrespon-
sible non-sense agenda that is antiwork,
antiopportuntiy, antifamily and that breeds in-
security, dependency, and despair. We can go
to the right and abruptly and cynically aban-
don our commitment to a safety net for chil-
dren, seniors, and the disabled. Or we can go
straight ahead, following the leadership of
President Clinton—each of us, individually and
all of us collectively as a Nation—in the direc-
tion of prudence and responsibility.

Welfare reform is a monumental example.
While there are those who fear that going for-
ward to implement welfare reform will destroy
the safety net of security for poor children,
seniors, and the disabled, I believe that not to
go forward would cause us to aimlessly drift
farther away from the core American values of
work, personal responsibility, opportunity,
stronger families and communities. By going
forward with welfare reform, we are ridding
ourselves of a system that does not conform
to our Nation’s guiding principles and replac-
ing it with a new system which will provide the
essential tools recipients need to move from
welfare to work.

This is the beginning of a process that can
transform welfare into an opportunity rather
than a way of life.

It is about giving a hand-up rather than a
hand-out.

It is about requiring and rewarding work
while providing access to job skills and ex-
panded job opportunities.

It is about providing essential child care and
health care to give working families a sense of
security about the well-being of their children.

It is about cracking down on deadbeat par-
ents and those who abuse the system—but
not on innocent children.

It is about creating a welfare system that
makes sense.

This means a system that maintains a fair,
efficient, and responsible safety net for individ-
uals and families in critical need and one
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which empowers people to move out of the
shadows of poverty and into a bright new day
of productivity and hope.

As one who has worked on welfare reform
for many years—first in the Georgia General
Assembly, where I helped write the PEACH
(Positive Employment and Community Help)
program, our State’s innovative welfare-to-
work plan. And now in Congress—I know how
challenging changing the status quo can be.

The proposals originally pushed by Repub-
licans were too weak on work and too tough
on children and families. They would have
block granted and drastically underfunded the
food stamp and school lunch programs; de-
nied Medicaid to our most vulnerable citizens;

and would have failed to provide adequate
funding for work programs and child care.

With the strong leadership and persever-
ance of President Clinton and congressional
Democrats, we fought them. And we suc-
ceeded. When faced with the realization that
Americans want a system that promotes work
and responsibility but not the mean-spirited
proposals they were pushing, the Republicans
conceded.

The law we finally enacted is certainly not
perfect. It goes too far in cutting nutritional as-
sistance and cuts off aid to legal immigrants
who have worked hard and paid taxes. It has
its shortcomings and uncertainties. These we
must resolve and correct. I plan to work with

the President and the Members of this body to
do just that.

Passing this legislation is not enough. We
must now make sure all Americans have the
skills they need to get jobs. We must now
make sure that jobs are available so all Ameri-
cans can go to work. We must now make sure
that all Americans are empowered with the
tools they need to help themselves to realize
their dreams and achieve their God-given po-
tential. We must ensure that the American
value of personal responsibility as embodied
in this bill will not be a stumbling block but a
stepping-stone to a better quality of life for all
Americans.

Again, I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed VA/HUD Appropriations.
Senate agreed to Military Construction and District of Columbia Appro-

priations Conference Reports.
House passed the Armed Forces Protection Act.
House passed the Small Business Programs Improvement Act.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S9869–S9983

Measures Introduced: Three bills and one resolu-
tion were introduced, as follows: S. 2055–2057, and
S. Res. 288.                                                                   Page S9967

Measures Passed:

Condemning Iraq: By 96 yeas to 1 nay (Vote No.
277), Senate agreed to S. Res. 288, regarding the
United States response to Iraqi aggression.
                                                                Pages S9935–38, S9955–56

National Museum of the American Indian Act:
Senate passed S. 1970, to amend the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian Act to make improve-
ments in the Act.                                               Pages S9981–82

Older Americans—Indians: Senate passed S.
1972, to amend the Older Americans Act of 1965
to improve the provisions relating to Indians.
                                                                                            Page S9982

U.S. Armed Forces in Panama: Senate passed S.
Con. Res. 14, urging the President to negotiate a
new base rights agreement with the Government of
Panama to permit United States Armed Forces to re-
main in Panama beyond December 31, 1999, after
agreeing to the following amendment proposed
thereto:                                                                    Pages S9982–83

Frist (for Helms) Amendment No. 5202, to re-
quire consultation with Congress regarding any bi-
lateral negotiations.                                           Pages S9982–83

VA/HUD Appropriations: By 95 yeas to 2 nays
(Vote No. 278), Senate passed H.R. 3666, making
appropriations for the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards, commissions,

corporations, and offices for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, taking action on further
amendments proposed thereto, as follows:
                                                          Pages S9875–S9934, S9938–57

Adopted:
Bond (for Hollings) Amendment No. 5187, to

amend the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 to permit Charleston County and the
City of North Charleston, South Carolina, to im-
prove conditions and to increase their capacity in
building a more viable urban community.
                                                                                    Pages S9875–76

Bond (for Bennett) Amendment No. 5188, to pro-
vide funds to the Utah Housing Finance Agency.
                                                                                    Pages S9876–77

Subsequently, the amendment was modified.
                                                                                            Page S9939

Bond (for Faircloth) Amendment No. 5189, to
prohibit the use of amounts made available under
this Act to investigate or prosecute under the Fair
Housing Act any otherwise lawful activity engaged
in by one or more persons solely for the purpose of
achieving or preventing action by a government offi-
cial or entity, or a court of competent jurisdiction.
                                                                                    Pages S9877–78

By a unanimous vote of 98 yeas (Vote No. 271),
Helms Modified Amendment No. 5191, to increase
funding for drug elimination grants.
                                                                             Pages S9899–S9903

Bradley/Kassebaum/Frist Amendment No. 5192,
to require that health plans provide coverage for a
minimum hospital stay for a mother and child fol-
lowing the birth of the child.                      Pages S9903–15

By a unanimous vote of 98 yeas (Vote No. 272),
Frist Amendment No. 5193 (to Amendment No.
5192), of a clarifying nature.                       Pages S9903–15
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By 82 yeas to 15 nays (Vote No. 274), Domenici/
Wellstone Amendment No. 5194, to provide health
plan protections for individuals with a mental ill-
ness.                                                             Pages S9915–27, S9953

Gramm Amendment No. 5196 (to Amendment
No. 5194), to provide that if the provisions result
in a one percent or greater increase in the cost of a
group health plan’s premiums, the purchaser is ex-
empt from the provisions.                              Pages S9926–27

Daschle Amendment No. 5190, to provide bene-
fits for certain children of Vietnam veterans who are
born with spina bifida, and to offset the cost of such
benefits by requiring that there be an element of
fault as a precondition for entitlement to compensa-
tion for a disability or death resulting from health
care or certain other services furnished by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.          Pages S9932–34, S9955

Bond (for Bingaman) Amendment No. 5198, to
revise the name of the Japan-United States Friend-
ship Commission.                                               Pages S9938–39

Bond (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 5199, to re-
quire the conveyance to the City of Downey, Califor-
nia, of certain real property under the jurisdiction of
NASA.                                                                             Page S9939

Bond (for McCain) Amendment No. 5200, to re-
vise provisions relating to mortgage insurance.
                                                                                    Pages S9939–40

Bond Amendment No. 5201, to provide supple-
mental appropriations for veterans compensation and
pensions for fiscal year 1996.                               Page S9940

Rejected:
Brown Amendment No. 5195 (to Amendment

No. 5194), to provide that consumers shall retain
the freedoms to choose a group health plan with
coverage limitations of their choice. (By 75 yeas to
22 nays (Vote No. 273), Senate tabled the amend-
ment.)                                                                       Pages S9920–26

Harkin/Moynihan/Specter Amendment No. 5197,
to provide that VA funding for a state shall not be
reduced. (By 60 yeas to 37 nays (Vote No. 275),
Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                Pages S9927–32, S9953–55

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:

By 62 yeas to 35 nays (Vote No. 276), Senate
failed to sustain a point of order that Amendment
No. 5190, listed above, was not germane.    Page S9955

Senate insisted on its amendments, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
appointed the following conferees: Senators Bond,
Burns, Stevens, Shelby, Bennett, Campbell, Hatfield,
Mikulski, Leahy, Johnston, Lautenberg, Kerrey, and
Byrd.                                                                                 Page S9957

Military Construction Appropriations—Con-
ference Report: By 92 yeas to 6 nays (Vote No.
269), Senate agreed to the conference report on H.R.

3517, making appropriations for military construc-
tion, family housing, and base alignment and closure
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, clearing the measure for
the President.                                          Pages S9869–73, S9874

D.C. Appropriations—Conference Report: By 83
yeas to 15 nays (Vote No. 270), Senate agreed to the
conference report on H.R. 3845, making appropria-
tions for the government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole or in part
against revenues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, clearing the measure for
the President.                                                       Pages S9873–74

Department of Defense Authorizations Con-
ference Report—Agreement: A unanimous-consent
time-agreement was reached providing for consider-
ation of the conference report on H.R. 3230, to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1997 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of Defense for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, and to prescribe personnel
strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces,
on Monday, September 9, 1996, with a vote on the
conference report to occur at 2:15 p.m., on Tuesday,
September 10, 1996.                                                Page S9874

Employment Nondiscrimination Act—Agree-
ment: A unanimous- consent time-agreement was
reached providing for the consideration of S. 2056,
to prohibit discrimination in employment on the
basis of sexual orientation, on Friday, September 6,
and Tuesday, September 10, 1996, with a vote to
occur thereon.                                                               Page S9983

Defense of Marriage Act—Agreement: A unani-
mous-consent agreement was reached providing for
the consideration of H.R. 3396, to define and pro-
tect the institution of marriage, on Tuesday, Septem-
ber 10, 1996, with a vote to occur thereon.
                                                                                            Page S9954

Prior to this agreement, a motion was entered to
close further debate on the motion to proceed to
consideration of the bill.                                         Page S9926

Subsequently, the cloture motion was vitiated.
                                                                                            Page S9954

Treasury/Postal Service Appropriations—Agree-
ment: A unanimous-consent agreement was reached
providing for the consideration of H.R. 3756, mak-
ing appropriations for the Treasury Department, the
United States Postal Service, the Executive Office of
the President, and certain Independent Agencies, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997, on Tues-
day, September 10, 1996.                                      Page S9954

Messages From the President: Senate received the
following message from the President of the United
States:
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Transmitting the report concerning emigration
laws and policies of Mongolia; to Committee on Fi-
nance. (PM–167).                                                       Page S9965

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations: Donald M. Middlebrooks, of Flor-
ida, to be United States District Judge for the
Southern District of Florida.                                 Page S9983

Messages From the President:                        Page S9965

Messages From the House:                       Pages S9965–66

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S9966

Measures Placed on Calendar:                        Page S9966

Communications:                                             Pages S9966–67

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S9967

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S9967–68

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S9968

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S9968–77

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S9977

Authority for Committees:                                Page S9977

Additional Statements:                                Pages S9977–81

Record Votes: Ten record votes were taken today.
(Total—278)
           Pages S9874, S9902–03, S9915, S9926, S9953, S9954–57

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and
adjourned at 11:17 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Friday,
September 6, 1996. (For Senate’s program, see the
remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S9983.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Armed Services: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the nominations of Vice Adm. Dennis
C. Blair, USN, for reappointment to the grade of
vice admiral in the United States Navy, Vice Adm.
Harold W. Gehman, Jr., USN, for appointment to
the grade of Admiral in the United States Navy, and
Maj. Gen. David J. McCloud, for appointment to
the grade of lieutenant general in the United States
Air Force.

WATER RESOURCES AND RECLAMATION
PROJECTS
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land Management
concluded hearings on S. 931, to authorize the con-
struction of the Lewis and Clark Rural Water Sys-
tem and to authorize assistance to the Lewis and
Clark Rural Water System, Inc., a nonprofit corpora-

tion, for the planning and construction of a water
supply system, S. 1564, to provide loan guarantees
for water supply, conservation, quality and trans-
mission projects, S. 1565, to supplement the Small
Reclamation Projects Act and the Federal reclama-
tion laws by providing for Federal cooperation in
non-Federal projects and for participation by non-
Federal agencies in Federal projects, S. 1649, to ex-
tend contracts between the Bureau of Reclamation
and irrigation districts in Kansas and Nebraska, S.
1719, to require the Secretary of the Interior to offer
to sell to certain public agencies the indebtedness
representing the remaining repayment balance of cer-
tain Bureau of Reclamation projects in Texas, S.
1921, to transfer certain facilities at the Minidoka
project to the Burley Irrigation District, S. 1986, to
provide for the completion of the Umatilla Basin
Project, and S. 2015, to convey certain real property
located within the Carlsbad Project in New Mexico
to the Carlsbad Irrigation District, after receiving
testimony from Senators Daschle, Pressler, Grassley,
Hutchison, and Kerrey; Representatives Cooley, Tim
Johnson, and Ortiz; Eluid L. Martinez, Commis-
sioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the
Interior; Mayor Mary Rhodes, Corpus Christi, Texas,
on behalf of the Choke Canyon Reservoir System;
Mayor Gary Hanson, Sioux Falls, South Dakota;
Mayor William Weber, Luverne, Minnesota; Roger
Ling and Randy Bingham, both representing the
Burley Irrigation District, Burley, Idaho; Larry
Libeu, Municipal Eastern Water District, Jacinto,
California, on behalf of the Eastern and National
Water Resources Associations; Dave McCullum,
O’Livenhain Municipal Water District, Encinitas,
California; John Williams, Canadian River Author-
ity/Lake Meredith Reservoir; Ken Choffel, HDR En-
gineering, Inc., Austin, Texas; Kenneth Nelson,
Kansas Bostick Irrigation District, Courtland, on be-
half of the Irrigation Project Reauthorization Coun-
cil; Reed Marbut, Oregon Water Resources Depart-
ment, Salem; Donald G. Sampson, Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and Pete
Wells, both of Pendleton, Oregon; Chester Prior,
Westland Irrigation District, Stanfield, Oregon;
Pamela Bonrud, Lewis and Clark Rural Water Sys-
tem, Inc., Sioux Falls, South Dakota; and Randy Van
Dyke, Clay County Rural Water, Spencer, Iowa.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee on Foreign
Relations concluded hearings on the nominations of
John Francis Maisto, of Pennsylvania, to be Ambas-
sador to the Republic of Venezuela, Anne W. Patter-
son, of Virginia, to be Ambassador to the Republic
of El Salvador, Genta Hawkins Holmes, of Califor-
nia, to be Ambassador to Australia, Arma Jane
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Karaer, of Virginia, to be Ambassador to Papua New
Guinea, and to serve concurrently and without addi-
tional compensation as Ambassador to the Solomon
Islands, and as Ambassador to the Republic of
Vanuatu, and John Stern Wolf, of Maryland, for the
rank of Ambassador during his tenure of service as
U.S. Coordinator for Asia Pacific Economic Coopera-
tion (APEC), after the nominees testified and an-
swered questions in their own behalf.

FOREIGN POLICY NOTIFICATION
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held hear-
ings to examine the need to improve procedures for

notifying Congress of significant changes in United
States foreign policy, receiving testimony from John
M. Deutch, Director of Central Intelligence; Michael
Matheson, Acting Legal Adviser, Department of
State; Whit Peters, Deputy General Counsel, Depart-
ment of Defense; and Lloyd Cutler, former Counsel
to Presidents Carter and Clinton, and Morton
Halperin, Council on Foreign Relations, both of
Washington, D.C.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 12 public bills, H.R. 4026–4037;
and 1 resolution, H.J. Res. 190, were introduced.
                                                                                          Page H10107

Reports Filed: Reports were filed as follows:
H.R. 3863, to amend the Higher Education Act

of 1965 to permit lenders under the unsubsidized
Federal Family Education Loan program to pay
origination fees on behalf of borrowers, amended (H.
Rept. 104–775);

H. Res. 470, expressing the sense of the Congress
that the Department of Education should play a
more active role in monitoring and enforcing com-
pliance with the provisions of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 related to campus crime (H. Rept.
104–776); and

H.R. 3640, to provide for the settlement of issues
and claims related to the trust lands of the Torres-
Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, amended (H.
Rept. 104–777).                                                       Page H10107

Committees to Sit: The following committees and
their subcommittees received permission to sit today
during proceedings of the House under the 5-minute
rule: Agriculture, Banking and Financial Services,
Commerce, Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties, Government Reform and Oversight, Judiciary,
and Transportation and Infrastructure.         Page H10048

Committee Resignation: Read a letter from Rep-
resentative Funderburk wherein he resigns from the
Committee on Small Business.                          Page H10048

Water Rights Task Force: Read a letter from the
Democratic Leader wherein he appoints Mr. Richard
Roos-Collins of California, from private life, to the
Water Rights Task Force.                                   Page H10048

Transportation Appropriations: House disagreed
with the Senate amendments to H.R. 3675, making
appropriations for the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and agreed to a conference. Ap-
pointed as conferees: Representatives Wolf, DeLay,
Regula, Rogers, Lightfoot, Packard, Callahan, Dick-
ey, Livingston, Sabo, Durbin, Coleman, Foglietta,
and Obey.                                                                     Page H10048

Agreed to the Obey motion to instruct conferees
to disagree with the Senate amendment numbered
150.                                                                                 Page H10048

Energy and Water Appropriations: The House
disagreed with Senate amendments to H.R. 3816,
making appropriations for energy and water develop-
ment for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1997
and agreed to a conference. Appointed as conferees:
Representatives Myers, Rogers, Knollenberg, Riggs,
Frelinghuysen, Bunn, Parker, Livingston, Bevill,
Fazio, Chapman, Visclosky, and Obey.         Page H10048

Agreed to the Bevill motion to instruct conferees
to insist on provisions of section 510 of the House-
passed bill relating to the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity.                                                                                   Page H10048

Armed Forces Protection Act: By a yea-and-nay
vote of 299 yeas to 109 nays, Roll No. 405, the
House passed H.R. 3308, to amend title 10, United
States Code, to limit the placement of United States
forces under United Nations operational or tactical
control.                                                                  Pages H10053–74

Agreed To:
The Spence amendment that makes technical cor-

rections and clarifies compliance with existing law;
                                                                                  Pages H10065–66
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The Bartlett amendment that prohibits members
of the armed forces from wearing United Nations in-
signia unless specifically authorized by Congress
(agreed to by a recorded vote of 276 ayes to 130
noes, Roll No. 404); and                              Pages H10066–72

The Schroeder amendment that requires the Presi-
dent to estimate the United States percentage of
total cost for each United Nations Operation.
                                                                                  Pages H10072–73

H. Res. 517, the rule providing for consideration
of the bill was agreed to earlier by a voice vote.
                                                                                  Pages H10048–53

Small Business Programs Improvement Act: By
a yea-and-nay vote of 408 yeas, Roll No. 406, the
House passed H.R. 3719, to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Small Business Investment Act of
1958.                                                                      Pages H10078–89

Agreed to the Committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute as amended.               Pages H10078–83

Agreed To:
The Meyers en bloc amendment that extends the

amount of time the SBA administrator may take to
approve a loan from three days to five; provides that
the administrator may require lenders to retain expo-
sure of up to 10 per cent unless the Administrator
determines that the lender has undertaken other
agreements which retain an acceptable exposure to
loss in the event of default limits applicable disaster
loan rate to borrowers at 6 per cent, increases the
guarantee fee for certified development companies;
and specifies that requests made by a certified devel-
opment company shall be deemed to be approved if
the Administrator does not approve or deny a re-
quest within 5 business days; and           Pages H10087–88

The Traficant amendment that requires an inde-
pendent study to improve the ability of the Office
of Management and Budget to reflect the budgetary
implications of subsidy models.                        Page H10088

H. Res. 516, the rule providing for consideration
of the bill was agreed to earlier by a voice vote.
                                                                                  Pages H10074–77

Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food Act: The
House agreed to the Senate amendment to H.R.
2428, to encourage the donation of food and grocery
products to nonprofit organizations for distribution
to needy individuals by giving the Model Good Sa-
maritan Food Donation Act the full force and affect
of law—clearing the measure for the President.
                                                                                  Pages H10089–90

Presidential Message—Emigration Laws of Mon-
golia: Read a message from the President wherein he
transmits his report concerning emigration laws and
policies of Mongolia—referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means and ordered printed (H. Doc.
104–258).                                                                     Page H10091

Legislative Program: The Majority Leader an-
nounced the legislative program for the week of Sep-
tember 9. Agreed to adjourn from Thursday to Mon-
day.                                                                                  Page H10091

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, September 9, 1996, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, September 10, for
morning hour debates. Agreed that when the House
adjourns on Tuesday, September 10, 1996, it ad-
journ to meet at 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, Septem-
ber 11.                                                                           Page H10091

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed to dispense with Cal-
endar Wednesday business of September 11.
                                                                                          Page H10091

Address by the Prime Minister of Ireland:
Agreed that it may be in order at any time on
Wednesday, September 11, 1996 for the Speaker to
declare a recess subject to the call of the Chair, for
the purpose of receiving in joint meeting His Excel-
lency John Bruton, Prime Minister of Ireland.
                                                                                          Page H10091

Senate Messages: Messages received from the Senate
today appear on pages H10045 and H10074.

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes and
one recorded vote developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H10072,
H10073–74, and H10088–89. There were no
quorum calls.

Adjournment: Met at 10:00 a.m. and adjourned at
5:35 p.m.

Committee Meetings
HATCH ACT AND RELATED LAW
VIOLATIONS
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on Depart-
ment Operations, Nutrition and Foreign Agriculture
met to consider Hatch Act and related law viola-
tions.

MONEY LAUNDERING ACTIVITY—
MEXICAN NARCO–CRIME SYNDICATE
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on General Oversight and Investigations
held a hearing on Money Laundering Activity Asso-
ciated with the Mexican Narco-Crime Syndicate.
Testimony was heard from Johathan Weiner, Deputy
Assistant Secretary, International Narcotics and
Crime, Department of State; Thomas A. Constantine,
Administrator, DEA, Department of Justice; George
Weise, Commissioner, U.S. Customs Service, Depart-
ment of the Treasury; and public witnesses.
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OVERSIGHT—NATIONAL REGULATORY
COMMISSION
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Energy and
Power held an oversight hearing on the National
Regulatory Commission. Testimony was heard from
the following officials of the NRC: Shirley Ann
Jackson, Chairman; Kenneth C. Rogers, Greta J.
Dicus, Niles J. Diaz and Edward McGraffigan, Jr.,
all Commissioners.

OVERSIGHT—FEHB PROGRAM
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Civil Service held an oversight hearing
on the Federal Employees Health Benefits Program
(FEHB). Testimony was heard from Sarah F. Jaggar,
Director; Health Services, Quality and Public Health
Issues Division, GAO; William Flynn, Associate Di-
rector, Retirement Insurance Service, OPM; and pub-
lic witnesses.

MEDICAID—EXCLUDING FRAUDULENT
PROVIDERS
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations held a hearing on Excluding Fraud-
ulent Providers from Medicaid. Testimony was heard
from Leslie Aronovitz, Associate Director, Health Fi-
nancing and Public Health, GAO; the following of-
ficials of the Department of Health and Human
Services: Judy Berek, Senior Advisor Program Integ-
rity, Health Care Financing Administration; and
June Gibbs Brown, Inspector General; James White,
Director, Program Integrity, Department of Social
Services, State of New York; and Warren Koontz,
M.D., Director, Board of Medicine, State of Virginia.

FAIR HOUSING ACT—PROTECTING
FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND
NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution held a hearing on protecting freedom of
speech and neighborhood safety under the Fair
Housing Act. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tive Bilbray; Elizabeth Julian, Assistant Secretary,
Fair Housing, Department of Housing and Urban
Development; Stuart Ishimaru, Counsel to Assistant
Attorney General, Civil Rights Division, Depart-
ment of Justice; Antonio Pagan, Council Member,
City of New York; and public witnesses.

COMPREHENSIVE METHAMPHETAMINE
CONTROL ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Crime
held a hearing on H.R. 3852, Comprehensive Meth-

amphetamine Control Act of 1996. Testimony was
heard from Senator Hatch; Harold D. Wankel, Chief
of Operations, DEA, Department of Justice; and
public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—REMOVAL OF CRIMINAL AND
ILLEGAL ALIENS

Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims held an oversight hearing regard-
ing the removal of criminal and illegal aliens. Testi-
mony was heard from the following officials of the
Department of Justice: David Martin, General Coun-
sel, Immigration and Naturalization Service; and An-
thony C. Moscato, Director, Executive Office for Im-
migration Review.

BUILDING ON CHANGE: PREPARING FOR
THE 105TH CONGRESS

Committee on Rules: Subcommittee on Rules and Or-
ganization of the House and the Subcommittee on
Legislative and Budget Process continued joint hear-
ings on Building on Change: Preparing for the
105th Congress. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentatives Shays, Barrett of Wisconsin, Minge,
Hoekstra, Wamp, Archer, Beilenson and Combest.

Hearings continue September 11.

AVIATION DISASTER FAMILY ASSISTANCE
ACT

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Aviation held a hearing on H.R.
3923, Aviation Disaster Family Assistance Act of
1996. Testimony was heard from James E. Hall,
Chairman, National Transportation Safety Board; and
public witnesses.

f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
SEPTEMBER 6, 1996

Senate
No meetings are scheduled.

House

No Committee meetings are scheduled.

Joint Meetings

Joint Economic Committee, to hold hearings on the
employment-unemployment situation for August, 9:30
a.m., SD–562.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Friday, September 6

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will consider S. 2056, Em-
ployment Nondiscrimination Act.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12 noon, Monday, September 9

House Chamber

Program for Friday: The House is not in session.
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